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TOWN OF RUSTON 
5.117 NO. WINNIFRED TACOMA, WASHINGTON 98407 

PHONE (206) 759-3544 

May 16, 1997 

This Draft Environmerttal Impact Statement (DEIS) has been prepared to inform the public, agencie!: ~d 
decision makers. about th~ environmental consequences of various levels of redevelopment on the former 
Asarco Smelter Site. Tne Town of Ruston is the Lead Agency for purpos~s of the environmental review 
which is being done in c.:iopera.tion with the City of Tacoma mid Metropolitan Park District. In additi~n 
to this volu111e which contains a sumrnart cftl'!c EIS, descriptions of the alternatives, and analysis cf 
affected environment, s·ignificant impacts and potential mitigation measures there is· a Technical 
Appendices vohime which contains additional technical infoE11ation on: Earth; Air Quality; Water; 
Noise; Transportation; and Park Improveinents. Copies of the DEIS are avii.ilabie for review at local 
libraries and the Town Hal! of Ruston 

The alternatives wr.~d: are being reviewed b':.:ild on the G 2.1 Bennett Street Promontory site plan which 
was developed in 1996 based c:i public input :nd geotech:1kd a.'1alyds, The "No Action Alternative" 
includes the pad-ready condition (infrastructure i!1 place; with p~k impro-vements which are requi:-ed and 
integral tc emfronmental remediation 0f the Smelter Site. The thre.:. "'Bl,ild Alternatives" evaluaie 1ow-, 
m~dium-, and high-,.i!!tensity development on the sire plus lidditional park ;mp;•.)vernents. The range cf 
land uses indu.Je ,;orr1binati011s of r~tail, c,ff.ice, lightinjnstr.al and puhiic w1th related parking, either en 
grade or in st!Uctures, aepenciu;g on the inte:ns,t:✓ of the aiteruative. Tnese are explained in the DEIS. 

The Town cf Ruston-enccui--ages ).,oari'1pat on envi!-onmer~! i~sues related t,;., the redevelopment <;f this 
impo1tant site., We-requ~-t.:yoar reviev.: a.nG cor.unent e,;; ftc Draft BlS during the thirty (30) day 
comment pe,ioJ·wnic;1 enc!~ or; June ·~6, 1997. Public wcr!~r.ops tnFe·;re.\v.:he DEIS win.be held on 
May 28, 1997 at tile Ruston School {Pi1b!:c Age:ncie:: ::_ :OJ ~.m. :i.,d Ge~era! Public at either 4:00 p.m. 
or 7:00 p.m.). The formal Public Hearir.g to take writtefl and ontl c..om1!le11ts on the DEIS is scheduled 
for June 12, 1997 ::.:. 7:00 p.rn. at the RustO!! S-:-hoCll, 521.l:l North Shirley. 

A Final EIS {FUS) j;at resrcnd~ to p,1thc and agency commentc; rec:::ived en this draft will be prepmt;d. 
It will indude all written comrn~r.ts received ~ well as a tmnscript of the public nearing. The FEIS will · 
reflect any changes to.the analysis that may oc~ur ac; a re:mJr oi comments. The Town will pr0vide notice 
on when the Final EIS is available. 

After the Finai EIS is is:::ued, the Tc•..vn of R~iston as we!! ~~ the C'1ty of TacoTJia and the Metro!)ol:tan 
Park District will us::: it during thc1r c0i1!-;ideration of the Master D£vdopment Plan for the rcdevelcp::ien! 
of the site, and a:1y required sme.;;.lments tr, pians and reg-~iarions as well as any other related pt!rmit~ 

The Town of P.::.:stcn wek:)mes ycur c;:,mments on the Draft EIS. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Tr::1.i:1::.u~ 
Mayor 

MUNICIPALLY OWNED ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 
I 
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PREFACE 

The Town of Ruston (Town) proposes to approve a Master Development Plan (MDP) to allow 
redevelopment on the former Asarco Smelter Site (Smelter Site), and to amend applicable local 
regulations that direct the redevelopment. The Town is lead agency for this Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS). This DEIS analyzes several alternatives for an MDP. Based upon the 
analysis in this DEIS, an MDP will be developed and approved. The City of Tacoma (City), in 
which a smaller part of the Smelter Site is located, also will approve an MDP and will therefore use 
this DEIS. The Metropolitan Park District (MPD) also will use this DEIS to deliberate regarding 
the MDP for park improvements on the portion of the Smelter Site under its jurisdiction. 

The site presently houses remnants of a former smelter operation. Because the redevelopment of 
these properties would significantly alter the character of the Smelter Site, the Town is preparing 
this DEIS in cooperation with the City and the MPD. The Smelter Site is a privately-owned 
property located on Commencement Bay. The site is currently being restored as part of the 
Superfund remediation process. Remediation will take place before future redevelopment. The 
proposed redevelopment, which is the subject of this DEIS, would occur on the Smelter Site after 
remediation. Because remediation will be conducted under the Federal Superfund Program, it is 
not subject to the procedural requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). 
Remediation has undergone a lengthy and extensive public review and involvement process as 
mandated by the Superfund Program. Remediation is assumed to be complete before the 
development analyzed in this DEIS occurs. This DEIS has been prepared to address development 
issues and related environmental issues that directly relate to redevelopment of the Smelter Site 
following remediation. 

The purpose of this DEIS is to fulfill applicable environmental requirements regarding the impacts 
of redevelopment. Redevelopment alternatives for study in this DEIS were identified through a 
public process to define the lowest to highest levels of development alternatives consistent with the 
public's vision. This DEIS describes and analyzes three build alternatives and a No Action 
Alternative. The alternatives are based on the Plan Definition Report (PDR), Agreement in 
Principle (AIP), and Definitive Agreement (DA) (these documents are described in Sections 1 and 
2 of this DEIS). In addition to these documents, the alternatives are based on public input received 
during the DEIS scoping. The alternatives represent the full spectrum of redevelopment that could 
occur on the Smelter Site, from No Action to High-Intensity. The final MDP will consist of a level 
or range of development along this continuum of possible development. 

It has been determined that implementation of the build alternatives could have significant 
environmental impacts and that this DEIS will address those issues in accordance with SEP A. On 
October 3, 1996, the Town issued a Determination of Significance, indicating that the following 
issues would be addressed in an EIS: Earth; Air Quality; Water; Plants and Animals; Energy and 
Natural Resources; Noise; Land and Shoreline Use; Consistency with Plans and Policies; 
Population, Housing, and Employment; Light, Glare and Shadows; Aesthetics; Historic and 
Cultural Resources; Transportation; and Public Services and Utilities. 

Proponent: 

Lead Agency: 

ASARCO Incorporated 

Town of Ruston 

Content Summary: The Smelter Site EIS for approval of the MDP is a nonproject action 
(Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 197-11-442); therefore, this DEIS presents qualitative 
and quantitative analyses of environmental impacts based on the scope of the proposal. For the 
MDP, the level of detail addressed by the environmental analysis is broad, with many of the 
impacts described at an areawide level, indicating general types of environmental impacts expected, 
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but in some cases not providing precise measurements of those impacts. In many cases, detailed 
applicable site-specific impact analysis also is provided. This DEIS evaluates impacts on a 
programmatic level and to the extent possible on a site-specific basis. 

This DEIS will address the full range of topics required by SEP A and identified during the scoping 
process. The following is a brief description of each section of this DEIS: 

Summary: The summary allows the reader to easily compare alternatives and their environmental 
implications. 

Project Description: This section describes the location and characteristics of the plan, defines 
the objectives of the plan, and identifies benefits of the EIS in relation to future regulatory actions 
and implementation. 

Alternatives: This DEIS identifies four alternatives: No Action, and Low-, Medium-, and 
High-Intensity development configurations. 

Required Regulatory Actions: A list of the permits potentially required for development of 
the upland and nearshore areas of the Smelter Site is presented in this section. Also presented is 
the regulating agency, actions that would require the permit, estimated processing time to acquire 
the permit after the application has been submitted, and the current life span of each permit after 
being issued. 

Affected Environment, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures: This DEIS evaluates 
policies and proposals in the plan that involve a commitment that would lead to alterations in the 
physical environment, and analyzes potential impacts. Mitigation measures to reduce or alleviate 
the impacts of these proposals are identified. If the impact cannot be mitigated to a level of 
insignificance, it is identified as an unavoidable adverse impact. 

The Natural Environment section of this DEIS describes the existing environmental setting, 
identifying those features likely to be affected by the plan and the environmental constraints and 
resources that are rare or unique to the area. This section includes analyses of impacts and 
mitigations associated with the four alternatives. 

The Built Environment section details existing infrastructure, such as transportation facilities and 
public facilities. Inconsistencies between the plan and state, local, and regional plans also are 
identified and evaluated. Impacts and mitigations associated with the plan alternatives are 
analyzed. 

Contacts and Coordination: This section documents coordination with the public, regulatory 
agencies, and all interested parties. 

References: This section lists documentation referenced throughout this DEIS. 

Preparers and Contributors: This list includes all individuals who contributed to the 
preparation of this DEIS. 

Distribution List: This list names agencies and interested parties that were mailed a copy of this 
DEIS. 

Goals of the EIS: This DEIS will provide the basis for approving the MOP and amending 
applicable codes and regulations relevant to the Smelter Site. 

Smelter Site EIS 
6941034.1 ii 

I 

\' 
\I'. 

11' 

1f 

I 
/1:: 

c._, 

11 
I 
\I 
t, 
f, 
)I 
,I 
,t: ,, 
,f 
1-
-J 



I 
I 
I, 
'11 

J 
,1 
~,, 
/11 

,,, 
Ii ,, 
I ,, 
I, ,~ 
f, ., 
I 
I 

It is intended that this DEIS address cumulative, areawide impacts for all levels of development on 
the Smelter Site. Subsequent to approval of this DEIS, it is envisioned that specific projects' 
SEPA compliance will build on and reference this DEIS. Where possible, it is intended that 

. project-level SEPA compliance focus on specific project-related issues. In some cases, future 
projects may require little or no SEP A compliance. This will depend upon the extent to which the 
projects conform to the parameters of the development alternatives analyzed in this DEIS. 

This DEIS integrates long-range planning with environmental review, and has a primary goal of 
streamlining the permitting process for the projects that will be implemented pursuant to the plan. 
Thus, the requirements of SEPA, Growth Management Act (GMA), and the Shoreline 
Management Act, as well as the basis for evaluation of local, state, and federal permit applications, 
are embodied in this DEIS. 
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FACT SHEET 

Project Title: 

Proposed Action: 

Location: 

Proponent: 

Lead Agency: 

Responsible Official: 

Contact Person: 

Permits Required: 

Smelter Site EIS 
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Asarco Smelter Site Master Development Plan Environmental 
Impact Statement 

The Town of Ruston (Town) and City of Tacoma (City) are 
proposing to adopt a Master Development Plan (MDP) for 
redevelopment of the former Asarco Smelter Site (Smelter Site). 
Redevelopment could include a range of development intensities 
along a continuum from No Action to High-Intensity. Potential 
land uses would include retail, office, light industrial, and 
office/business park uses. Additionally, an MDP for park 
improvements is proposed for adoption by the Metropolitan Park 
District (MPD). 

The proposed project site is located along Ruston Way between 
North 48th Street and Point Defiance Park in the jurisdictions of 
the Town of Ruston (Town) and the City of Tacoma (City), 
Washington, and on properties under the jurisdiction of the 
MPD of Tacoma. 

ASARCO Incorporated, Thomas L. Aldrich, Site Manager 

Town of Ruston 

Town of Ruston 
Bob Burke 
5117 North Winnifred Street 
Ruston, Washington 98407-6597 

Bob Burke 

Federal: 
Clean Water Act (CW A) Section 404 Individual Permit 
CW A Section 404 Nationwide Permits 
Army Corps of Engineers Section 10 Permit 

State: 
CW A 401 Water Quality Certification 
Coastal Zone Management Act Consistency Certification 
Temporary Modification of Water Quality Standards 
CWA Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) Baseline General Permit 
for Stormwater Discharges 

Hydraulic Project Approval (HP A) Permit 
Surface Mining Permit 
Aquatic Lands Lease 

City of Tacoma: 
Shoreline Substantial Development Permit 
Shoreline Conditional Use Permit 
Shoreline Variance Permit 
Grading, Excavation, and Erosion Control Permit 
Commercial Building Permit 
General Boatyard Permit 

V 



Authors and Principal 
Contributors to the EIS: 

Cost of DEIS: 

Date of DEIS Issuance: 

Date DEIS 
Comments Due: 

Date and Location of 
Public Hearing on 
DEIS: 

Location of 
Background Data: 

EIS Availability: 
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Town of Ruston: 
Shoreline Substantial Development Permit 
Clearing and Grading Permit 
Commercial Building Permit 

This Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) has been 
prepared for the Town, the State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEP A) lead agency. Research and analysis were prepared by 
the following firms: 

Shapiro and Associates, Inc. (DEIS preparation; Project 
Description; Alternatives; Air Quality; Noise; Plants and 
Animals; Wetlands; Required Regulatory Actions; Population, 
Housing, and Employment; Recreation; Energy and Natural 
Resources; and Public Services and Utilities) 

Hydrometries, Inc. (Earth; Water; and Hazardous Materials) 

Merritt+Pardini (MDP Park Improvement Plan) 

Neeley & Company (Project Description; Alternatives; Land 
and Shoreline Use; Consistency with Plans and Policies; 
Historic and Cultural Resources; Aesthetics; and Light, Glare, 
and Shadows; and Contacts and Coordination) 

Sasaki and Associates (Site Plans) 

The TRANSPO Group, Inc. (Transportation) 

$22.50 

May 16, 1997 

June 16, 1997 

7 p.m. 
June 12, 1997 
Ruston School 
5219 N. Shirley 
Ruston, WA 

Asarco Information Center 
Town of Ruston 
City of Tacoma 

Town of Ruston City Hall/Local Libraries in Tacoma and 
Ruston 
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SUMMARY 

Project Background 

The Town of Ruston (Town) is proposing to approve a Master Development Plan (MDP) to allow 
redevelopment on the former Asarco Tacoma Smelter Site, and to amend applicable local 
regulations that direct redevelopment. The Town is lead agency for this DEIS . The City of 
Tacoma (City), in which a smaller part of the Smelter Site is located, also will approve the MDP 
and will therefore use this DEIS. The Metropolitan Park District also will use this DEIS to 
deliberate regarding the MDP for park improvements for the portion of the Smelter Site under its 
jurisdiction. 

The Smelter Site is a privately-owned property located on Commencement Bay. The project area is 
currently being restored as part of the Superfund remediation process. Remediation will take place 
before future redevelopment. The proposed development would occur on the Smelter Site after 
remediation. Because remediation will be conducted under the Federal Superfund Program, it is 
not subject to the procedural requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). The 
remediation is assumed to be complete before the development analyzed in this DEIS occurs. The 
remediation was the subject of an extensive public involvement and planning process prior to this 
DEIS. This DEIS has been prepared to address development issues and related environmental 
issues that directly relate to redevelopment of this area following remediation. 

Remediation of the Smelter Site consists of the removal and disposal of soils containing hazardous
substances located on the Smelter Site. An Onsite Containment Facility will be constructed for
disposal of excavated soils and slag materials that will remain on the property. The remaining soil
material will be re-graded and th~ entire site will be capped with a protective layer of imported fill.  
This cap will then be covered with clean backfill to achieve the final surface configuration. Other
remediation activities include demolition of remaining buildings and structures on the site,
replacement of the surface water drainage system, shoreline armoring as necessary, monitoring of
surface and groundwater, and development of a program of restrictions and guidelines to ensure 
that development activities do not interfere with the long-term effectiveness of site remediation 
measures. 

The remediation activities will result in finished roads and the creation of pad-ready development 
areas and Park Tracts. Public park and open space areas will be provided as part of remediation 
and are assumed to occur under the No Action Alternative. An additional group of park 
improvements subject to SEPA analysis would be carried out under all of the build alternatives. 
This DEIS analyzes four alternative scenarios for buildout of the development sites (No Action and 
three build alternatives) and two scenarios for buildout of park facilities (No Action and the same 
park facilities buildout for all build alternatives). 

Purpose of This DEIS 

The purpose of this DEIS is to fulfill applicable environmental requirements regarding the impacts 
of redevelopment. The redevelopment alternatives were selected through a public process to define 
the lowest to highest levels of new construction that would be consistent with the public's vision 
for redevelopment. The Town, City, and MPD may adopt all or parts of the alternatives as 
discussed in this DEIS. This DEIS also is intended to provide the Town, City, and MPD with 
adequate SEP A review to approve and authorize the development and construction of known 
projects and infrastructure improvements and to streamline future project actions. This DEIS 
evaluates impacts on a programmatic level, and to the extent possible, on a site-specific basis. As 
this DEIS is used to evaluate specific project actions in the future, more detailed environmental 
analysis on specific individual projects may be needed in the future. 
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Impacts are assessed for a range of potential development alternatives, allowing for an areawide 
assessment for key factors, such as traffic, parking, and infrastructure. Site-specific development 
constraints, such as site limitations due to remediation activities, also are identified for each 
development area. Maximum buildout assumptions for all development areas are made and 
impacts assessed based on these assumptions. If future project-specific actions fit within these 
maximum development assumptions, this DEIS may be used to meet SEP A requirements under the 
"Planned Action" approach (this is discussed in more detail in Section 1.5 of this DEIS). 

The range of alternatives, impacts, and mitigation measures are intended to allow the Town, City, 
and future developers to anticipate and plan for likely impacts and to develop appropriate mitigation 
strategies. Throughout the DEIS, opportunities for areawide mitigation are proposed and where 
possible, cumulative impacts are identified and addressed. Future developers would be expected to 
use this DEIS to determine the appropriate use and intensity of proposed development projects and 
identify appropriate mitigation measures. The intent of this DEIS is to provide the majority of the 
information necessary to complete the environmental review process. Following approval of this 
DEIS, the Town will complete an implementation program to outline the process for future 
development. In some cases, development may rely solely on this DEIS; in other instances, a 
SEPA checklist, supplemental DEIS, or addendum may be required to meet SEPA requirements. 

Project Description and Alternatives 

This DEIS considers four alternatives to compare the impacts of various levels of development and 
of no action. These alternatives represent a full range of possibilities as required by SEPA (WAC 
197-11-440) and reflect comments received during the scoping period in October and November 
1996. 

Alternative 1: No Action 

The No Action Alternative consists of leaving development pads vacant after remediation activities. 
The remediation process will occur regardless of whether development ultimately occurs. 
(Technical analysis and public review of the remediation was completed prior to preparation of this 
DEIS.) 

The No Action Alternative is based on completion of all remediation activities, including those 
Smelter Site improvements that are part of remediation. This alternative reflects site conditions 
following remediation (pad-ready conditions) if the local jurisdictions do not approve the MDP. 
No further development would occur under No Action. The work described in the No Action 
Alternative assumes that the Smelter Site infrastructure and development needed to reach pad-ready 
condition will be installed during remediation. Even though this alternative does not anticipate 
development, infrastructure will be installed during the remediation to accommodate the maximum 
development that may occur in the future. All utilities will be placed in newly-established street 
rights-of-way and stubbed out at the edge of the specified development areas. Corridors will be 
provided to accommodate utilities constructed under the pads. 

As indicated above, the No Action alternative assumes that park improvements would occur as part 
of the Smelter Site remediation activities. These park areas would include the Waterfront 
Promenade, replanting of steep slopes, the Bennett Street Promontory cap, redevelopment of the 
cooling pond site, a Peninsula Park, Crescent Park, View Corridors, and capping, grading and 
seeding of the Roundabout area. 

Build Alternatives 

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are the three separate build alternatives assessed in this DEIS. The build 
alternatives were developed based on preliminary design studies, which analyzed a range of 
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possible development types based on earlier public comment as well as public input received 
during the EIS scoping process. Alternative 3 represents the preferred alternative from the Plan 
Definition Report (PDR). The PDR was developed based on an extensive public input and a 
preliminary design process. 

Development on the Smelter Site would occur on the pad-ready development areas identified on the 
G 2.1 Site Plan (Figure 1-3 and on the Park Tracts). Development of projects would be initiated 
by developers working with a Public Development Authority (PDA). Development would be 
based on market demand and marketing efforts. Park development following remediation would 
occur in addition to the basic infrastructure installed during remediation activities~ Future park 
development would likely be accomplished under the direction of a PDA and/or the MPD. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. The Low-Intensity Alternative reflects development beyond the No 
Action Alternative up to the concurrency threshold of the surrounding communities (the point at 
which additional off site transportation or infrastructure improvements would be required to 
proceed with additional development). This alternative includes improvements that would require 
additional state and local permits not required by the No Action Alternative, particularly the Park 
Tract developments (beyond basic parks included as part of remediation) and the boat 
launch/parking improvements. Low-intensity development assumes all surface parking. Buildout 
of the highest traffic generating use ( office use) has been assumed for traffic impact analysis under 
this alternative. The development intensity for this alternative would be at a level below the 
capacity of existing roads, utilities, and infrastructure to provide services (i.e., no new 
infrastructure would be required). This alternative would result in approximately 241,200 square 
feet of development and could include a mix of uses, including retail, office, light industnal, and 
office/business park uses. Residential and heavy industrial uses are excluded from all build 
alternatives. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. This alternative reflects development beyond the concurrency 
threshold for further development; offsite road improvements would be required by buildout level 
of development envisioned by this alternative. This alternative also includes improvements that 
would require additional state and local permits not required by the No Action Alternative, 
including Park Tract developments and the boat launch/parking lot improvements identified in 
Alternative 2. Medium-intensity development assumes that a portion of parking would be located 
on decks or under buildings. It also assumes the worst-case use (office use) for traffic impact 
analysis. This alternative would result in approximately_991,500 square feet of development in the 
same potential mix of uses identified under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. This alternative defines a practical physical limit on site 
development. It would require additional state and local permits not required by the No Action 
Alternative. Some buildin s mi ht need to be reater than four stories in hei ht to achieve total 
buildout under tfi1s te which wou ire s ecialized foundations. Most parking wou 
b m ecked structures, either separate or incorporated, under e proposecl buildings. Worst-case 
traffic analysis assumptions were made for this alternative (i.e., 100% office buildout). Under this 
alternative, up to 1_,883,360 square feet of development could occur. It could include the same 
potential mix of uses 1dentihed under Alternative 2. · 

These alternatives and the project's background and history are described in more detail in Sections 
1 and 2 of this DEIS. Environmental impacts and mitigation measures for the No Action and Build 
Alternatives are described in the following Summary Matrix. 
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SUMMARY: IMPACTS AND MITIGATIONS SUMMARY MATRIX 
(Note: For each element of the environment, there are no im 

Blc~;:~)~(;~B · 
Environment'. 

Alternatives 
• Erosion and sedimentation in areas of tern- • 

porarily exposed soils. 
Use of temporary erosion and sedimentation • No significant adverse impacts would occur. 
control and best management practices 

Smelter Site EIS 
6941034.1 

Operation 

(BMPs). 

• Construction personnel would be training to 
use extreme care in excavation work around or 
near the protective cap and onsite containment 
facility (OCF), including preparation of 
Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) in 
these areas. 

• Physical barrier or warning layer above the 
protective cap to prevent accidental breaching. 

Operation Operation 

• Erosion associated with soil exposure during 
maintenance of surface/subsurface facilities. 

Conventional construction erosion control • No significant adverse impacts would occur. 
practices would be followed during mainte-

All Build 
Alternatives 

nance repairs. 

Cons/ruction Construction 

• Temporary generation of particulates, nitro- • 
gen oxides, and carbon dioxide. 

• Fugitive dust emissions from onsite soil and 
uncovered trucks. 

Utilize BMPs to reduce fugitive dust 
em1ss1ons. Require appropriate emission 
control devices on all construction equipment 
powered by diesel fuel or gasoline. 

Operation Operation - All Alternatives: 

Alternative 1 • Eight-hour CO concentrations would range • None required. 
between 4.8 and 8.5 ppm and would not ex-

Alternative 3 

Alternative 4 

t ceed the standard of 9.0 ppm. 

• Eight-hour average CO concentrations would 
range from 4.7 to 8.5 ppm. 

• Eight-hour average CO concentrations would 
range from 5.3 to 8.8 ppm 

• Eight-hour average CO concentrations would 
ran e from 5.6 to 9.0 m. 

X 

Construction 

• No significant adverse impacts would occur. 

Operation 

• No significant adverse impacts on air 
quality are expected because air quality 
standards would not be exceeded. 

.. - - -- - .. - .. .. .. - .. - .. .. .. .. .. 
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All Build 
Alternatives 

.. .. .. - .. .. - .. . - - .. .. 
• Alteration of ground cover may cause erosion • Use of temporary erosion and sedimentation • No significant adverse impacts would occur. 

and sedimentation in exposed soils. control BMPs. 

• Potential for accidental breach of protective 
cap or OCF. 

Construction personnel trammg to use ex
treme care in excavation work around or near 
the protective cap and OCF, including 
preparation of SOPs. 

• Physical barrier or warning layer above the 
protective cap to prevent accidental breaching. 

Operation Operation Operation 

• Irrigation may cause an increase in surface • 
water runoff. 

An integrated storm water pollution • No significant adverse impacts would occur. 
prevention plan would reduce contaminants in 
surface water runoff. 

• Fertilizers, pesticides, and weed control could 
add contaminants t0 surface water. Runoff • 
from paved surfaces also could add vehicle
generated pollutants. 

Runoff from paved areas collected and 
sedimentation control provided for discharge. 

• During operations of any urban area, the 
possibility of spills and leaks exists. 

Construction 

Approximately 0.5 acre of upland trees and 
shrubs would be removed adjacent to the 
marina. Vegetation would be replanted after 
construction. Effects on wildlife from habitat 
loss would be temporary. 

• Birds nesting on the docks along 
Commencement Bay would be displaced 
during any rehabilitation process associated 
with the docks. 

• Construction near the Commencement Bay 
shoreline could cause sedimentation of 
nearshore waters potentially affecting inver
tebrates that inhabit these areas and fish 
species that forage in the area. 

• If remediation or cleanup of a major spill is 
required, the low permeable cap would act as a 
barrier to the flow of spilled materials. 

Construction 

Dock rehabilitation activities should not be 
conducted during the spring nesting season 
when gulls are raising young on these struc
tures. 

• Native vegetation should be used when re
planting the hillslope adjacent to the marina. 
Where practical, native vegetation also should 
be used around proposed buildings and 
parking lots. 

xi 

Construction 

With mitigation, only temporary impacts 
would occur during construction. 

.. 
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Summary Matrix: Smelter Site EIS (continued) 
Element of·• 

the 

Smelter Site EIS 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 2 

• After replanting, the quality of wildlife habi- • 
tat would increase slightly as trees and shrubs 
mature. 

• Public access or commercial use of the docks 
could result in the loss of potential glaucous
winged gull nesting sites due to human dis- • 
turbance. 

• A slight increase in habitat would occur over 
time as trees and shrubs mature where the site 
is revegetated. 

• Public access or commercial use of the docks 
could result in the loss of potential glaucous
winged gull nesting sites due to human dis
turbance. 

• Reconstruction of the boat launch could im
pact the offshore environment, including dis
turbance of sediment. 

Alternative 3 • Same impacts as Alternative 2; also minor 
adverse impacts to the nearshore estuarine 
habitat from shading caused by two-story 
buildings adjacent to the shoreline. 

Alternative 4 • Same impacts as Alternative 3; also would 
affect the nearshore estuarine environment to 
a slightly greater extent than Alternative 3 
because some buildings near the shoreline 
could be four stories tall. 

Limiting access to the copper dock and the • 
upper deck of the ore dock would provide 
nesting opportunities for glaucous-winged 
gulls that have previously used these struc
tures. 

The boat ramp design will adhere to the 
permit conditions necessary for in-water 
work. The disturbance zone of the new ramp 
will be minimized and the configuration of 
boat slips will be designed in coordination 
with the resource agencies. 

Shading of nearshore habitat during 
operation of the project from Alternatives 3 
and 4 would cause minor adverse effects to 
the nearshore habitat. 

6941034.1 xii .. - 11111 .. ... .. ·- .. .. - - - .. - .. .. 
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• Development in parcels U-2 and U-3 on the • 

site could affect Wetland BC adjacent to the 
project boundary. Soil erosion during con
struction could affect the survival r~te of 
some plant species in this wetland, 
potentially resulting in a loss of vegetation 
and corresponding loss of wetland function 
and value. 

• Grading of the hillslope and work on marina 
access roads could introduce excess sedimen
tation to the estuarine nearshore habitat and a 
temporary increase in turbidity during con
struction. 

None required. Assumes implementation of • 
earth mitigation measures. 

No freshwater wetlands within the Smelter 
Site boundary would be affected. Wetland 
BC adjacent to the boundary may be affected 
by construction activity and stormwater 
runoff from the completed project. This 
potential impact would be eliminated by the 
required implementation of a soil and 
erosion control plan during construction. 

Operation Operation Operation 

• Stormwater from impervious surfaces could • Storm water sedimentation and discharge • With implementation of required stormwater 
cause erosion and affect plant life. criteria would be implemented. detention and discharge criteria, no adverse 

effects to wetlands are anticipated. 

Construction Construction Construction 

• Short-term energy demand would result from • 
manufacture of materials, operation of ma
chinery, and transport of materials to and 
from the site. 

Coordination of efforts would help ensure that • No significant adverse impacts on energy 
existing utility lines are not disrupted by resources are expected after mitigation. 
construction activities. 

• Energy conservation during construction 
could be promoted through recycling materi
als, eliminating waste, and reducing activities 
that require energy. 

• Construction vehicles could be routed to 
avoid congestion and long periods of idling, 
and the number of truck trips for hauling fill 
could be reduced. 

Operation Operation Operation 

• Long-term energy demand would result from • 
building operations after construction. The 
exact amount of demand would be determined 

An energy conservation program could be • 
implemented incorporating and encouraging 
energy-efficient designs throughout the pro-

xiii 

No significant adverse impacts on energy 
resources are expected after mitigation. 
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All Build 
Alternatives 

.. .. -

by specific uses operating on the site. 
expected increase in demand also would 
increase under each alternative as more 
buildings are constructed. 

posed development. Comprehensive recy
cling could be designed throughout the pro
posed area. 

• Bicycle and pedestrian access could be de
signed for the entire area and transit use could 
be promoted. 

• Opportunities to incorporate renewable energy 
sources could be implemented wherever 
feasible. 

• Sustainable architectural techniques could be 
considered for proposed buildings, including 
the use of nontoxic building materials, 
natural lighting, and natural ventilation. 

Construction Construction Construction 

• Noise would result from excavating, placing • 
foundations, erecting structures, and finishing 
buildings. Maximum noise levels from con
struction equipment would range from 69 to 
106 dBA at 50 feet. Noise levels may increase 
under the higher development intensities as 
more of the site is developed. 

Construction and demolition noise could be • 
reduced by installing mufflers on engines, 
substituting quieter equipment or construction 
methods, minimizing time of operation, and 
locating equipment farther from sensitive 
receptors. 

• Shielding noisy equipment with acoustic bar
riers . 

Detouring construction trucks away from 
noise-sensitive areas. 

• Use adequate mufflers, intake silencers, and 
engine enclosures on construction equipment 
engines. 

• Specify the use of the quietest equipment 
available to reduce noise by 5 to IO dB A. 

xiv 

No significant adverse impacts would re
main after implementation of recommended 
mitigation measures. 

- .. .. - .. - - --- - - - - .. -
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Operation 

• Turn off construction equipment during long 
periods of nonuse. Require contractors to 
maintain all equipment and train equipment 
operators in noise-reduction techniques. 

• Locate stationary equipment away from re
ceiving properties. 

• Use onsite materials when possible to elimi
nate transporting materials on roadways. 

• Perform construction activities, such as con
crete mixing, if possible offsite. 

• Reduce truck trips by increasing load size, 
decreasing fill requirements, or combining 
trips . 

• Limit noisier activities to hours between 7 
a.m. and IO p.m. 

Operation - All Alternatives: Operation - All Alternatives: 

Alternative 1 • Noise levels would be similar to existing • 
conditions. A slight increase in noise would 
occur from additional park users and future 
traffic increases; however, these impacts 
would not be significant. 

Minimize effect on sensitive receptors • No significant adverse impacts would occur. 
through careful site planning and building de-

Alternative 2 • Traffic noise would increase as a result of • 
increased traffic generated by the new devel
opment. Under this alternative, traffic noise 
would increase between O to 4 dBA over 
Alternative I traffic noise levels. Noise 
levels throughout the project area would • 
increase as redevelopment occurs and more 
activity takes place. 

• Noise from some uses could be noticeable to 
nearby residences at certain times. 

• Upland development areas are the areas most 
likely to affect nearby residences because of 
their proximity to residential uses. 

sign. Sensitive uses could be located a dis-
tance from Ruston Way. Buildings could be 
located to shield park users from traffic noise. 

Natural berms along park boundaries or 
buildings between park areas and residences 
could mitigate noise generated by park activ
ities. 

Development in the Upland areas should con
sider proximity of nearby sensitive receptors. 
Noise from loading docks and service areas 
could be reduced by locating these areas away 
from sensitive receptors. Noise from delivery 
trucks could be reduced by restricting times of 
delivery and routing trucks away from 
sensitive receptors. 

xv 

-



-

~ 
11) .... 
0. z 

Smelter Site EIS 
6941034.1 

Alternative 4 
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Alternatives 
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• Impacts would be the same as Alternative 2 • 
except that traffic noise levels would increase 
between 2 and 5 dBA over Alternative I. 

Buildings could be constructed to reduce in
terior noise levels through use of insulation, 
acoustical doors and windows, and ventilation 
systems designed without the need to open 
windows and doors. • Impacts would be the same as Alternative 2 

except that traffic noise levels would increase 
between 3 and 7 dBA over Alternative I. 

Construction 

• The City and Town could implement land use 
plans and zoning regulations that would en
sure compatibility of land uses with existing 
and anticipated noise environments. 

• Transportation System Management (TSM) 
and Transportation Demand Management 
(TOM) measures could be implemented to 
reduce the number of single-occupancy 
vehicles and trips, which would lower traffic 
noise impacts. Traffic management measures 
could prohibit certain types of vehicles in 
some areas at certain times. 

Construction Construction 

• Any construction in or near the protective cap • 
could risk breaching of the cap or the OCF 
cover liner. 

A health and safety plan, fire protection plan, • 
site operation and maintenance plan, and 
institutional controls would be implemented. 
Conventional construction erosion control 
practices would be followed. 

With mitigation measures, no significant 
adverse impacts related to hazardous 
materials would occur. 

Operation Operation 

• Repair or replacement of surface or subsurface • Same measures identified under construction. 
facilities could risk breaching of the 
protective cap or the OCF cover liner. 

xvi - - .. - - - - - .. 

Operation 

• With mitigation, no significant adverse 
impacts related to hazardous materials would 
occur. 

- - - .. - -
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Alternative 1 
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Alternatives 
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• Construction equipment would be visible on • No mitigation is proposed. 

the site over a number of years as construc-
tion takes place. 

Operation Operation 

.. - -- - - .. 
• Construction equipment would temporarily 

change the visual character of the site. 

Operation 

• Potential view blockages would occur in ad- • 
jacent areas as buildings are constructed. The 
visual character of the site would change de
pending on the character, mass, height, scale, • 
and design of the proposed development. 
Minimal obstruction of existing views of 
Commencement Bay could occur. The 
potential for view blockage would increase • 
with development intensity. 

Height limits or zoning criteria on an area-by- • 
area basis could help protect existing views. 

All build alternatives would alter the 
existing visual character of the site. This 
would result in a significant impact on 
visual character only under Alternative 4. 

Construction 

Terracing or stepping buildings away from 
the sides and waterfront as height increases to 
provide potential view corridors. 

Creation of a design review process to con
sider Smelter Site-specific view impacts. 

• Amendment of City and Town shoreline 
regulations and planning documents to reflect 
appropriate design elements. 

• Under Alternatives 3 and 4, mitigation could 
include a reduction in the heights of buildings 
to be located on Development Areas U-2 and 
U-3, as well as establishment of building set
backs from the waterfront on Development 
Areas W-1 and W-2, or a reduction in the 
scale, mass, and height of buildings in all dc
velo ment areas. 

Construction 

• Some truck traffic associated with park im- • No mitigation measures are proposed. 
provement construction would occur. This 
additional traffic is not expected lo be great, 
and only minor impacts on existing traffic are 
expected. 

Construction 

• None. 

• Additional truck traffic would be generated • 
during construction under all build alterna
tives. The volume and duration of this traffic 
would be greatest for the Medium- and High
Intensity Alternatives because the size of indi
vidual buildings would be greater. 

Construction truck traffic would be routed to • Under all build alternatives, additional truck 
minimize impacts on residential areas. traffic would occur in the area, but impacts 

would be minimized through routing. 

xvii 
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Alternative 1 • Traffic volumes would increase by approxi- • A site-specific Transportation Demand • 
mately 50 weekday trips. Program could be prepared to help to reduce 

trip generation. 
• All signalized intersections would operate at 

LOS D or better with mitigation. 

• Minimal changes in the supply and demand of 
parking would occur. 

• TSM measures could be implemented by 
WSDOT and the City, including: 
Restrict the westbound on-ramp to HOV only 
and implement ramp metering at North Pearl 
Street; 
Prohibit parking on North 26th Street; 
Prohibit parking on the south leg of 
Mccarver Street during the PM peak hour; 
Install a new traffic signal at the intersection 
of Orchard Street and North 30th Street; 
Prohibit parking on Stevens Street and North 
30th Street; and 
Install a new traffic signal at the intersection 
of Ruston Way and Alder Street. 

Alternative 2 • Traffic volumes would increase by approxi- • 
mately 3,400 weekday trips. 

Employers with 100 or more employees on- • 
site would participate in the Washington 
Commuter Trip Reduction (CTR) Program. 

• All signalized intersections would operate at 
LOS D or better with mitigation. 

• Higher traffic volumes and levels of conges
tion would increase the potential for traffic • 
accidents. 

• This alternative would result in a peak park
ing demand of 600 to 720 spaces; adequate 
parking would be provided onsite to meet 
demand. 

In addition to this program, measures could 
be provided to encourage carpooling and al
ternative modes of travel. 

In addition to the proposed improvements 
identified as mitigation for Alternative I, this 
alternative also could provide for installation 
of a new traffic signal at the intersection of 
Ruston Way and North 49th Street. 

xviii 

An increase in traffic volumes would occur 
under all alternatives, with the most 
significant increase occurring under the 
highest-intensity uses. 

An increase in traffic volumes would occur 
under all alternatives, with the most signif
icant increase occurring under the highest
intensity uses. 

- - 11111 - 111111 ... - - - - .. - - - - - .. -
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Traffic volumes would increase by approxi- • 
mately 11,900 weekday trips. 

• All signalized intersections would operate at 
LOS D or better with mitigation. 

In addition to participation in the State CTR • 
Program, measures could be taken to encour
age transit use and reduce the number of trips 
to and from the site. 

• Higher traffic volumes and levels of conges
tion would increase the potential for traffic 
accidents. 

• In addition to the proposed improvements 
identified as mitigation for Alternatives I and 
2, this alternative also could provide the fol
lowing: 

• This alternative would result in a peak park
ing demand of 2,475 to 2,970 spaces; 
adequate parking would be provided onsite to 
meet demand. 

Alternative 4 • Traffic volumes would increase by approxi- • 
mately 21,800 weekday trips. 

• All signalized intersections would operate at 
LOS D or better with mitigation. 

• Higher traffic volumes and levels of conges
tion would increase the potential for traffic 
accidents. 

• This alternative would result in a peak park- • 
ing demand of 4,635 to 5,565 spaces; ade
quate parking would be provided onsite to 
meet demand. 

Reconstruct the Baltimore Street roadway 
north of North 46th Street to collector arterial 
standards. 
Implement traffic control measures at 
Baltimore Street/North 46th Street to reduce 
traffic in residential areas to the south; and 
Install all-way stop signs or provide a new 
traffic signal at the intersection of Ferdinand 
and North 46th Street. 

In addition to participation in the CTR pro- • 
gram, this alternative could include prepara
tion of a TDM program with measures simi
lar to those recommended for Alternative 2, 
and further measures to reduce the number of 
a single-occupant vehicles and encourage car- • 
pooling and transit use. 

In addition to the proposed improvements 
identified as mitigation for Alternatives 1-3, 
this alternative would require: 
Installation of a new traffic signal at Ruston 
Way and North 40th Street; 
Installation of all-way stop signs at Baltimore 
Street and North 46th Street; and 
Prohibition of parking to allow two left-tum 
lanes from North 51 st Street to southbound 
Pearl Street. 

• This alternative also could include additional 
TDM measures, such as parking fees and a 
transit hub. 

xix 

An increase in traffic volumes would occur 
under all alternatives, with the most 
significant increase occurring under the 
highest-intensity uses. 

An increase in traffic volumes would occur 
under all alternatives, with the most 
significant increase occurring under the 
highest-intensity uses . 

Traffic operations in the roadway between 
McCarver and Alder Streets would decline to 
Level of Service (LOS) Funder Alternative 
4. 

-
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Alternatives 
• Noise and visual impacts would occur to ad- • 

jacent land uses during construction. These 
impacts could occur over a number of years 
and would be the greatest for the highest lev
els of development. 

Potential land use impacts for all build alter- • 
natives would be reduced if the proposed mit
igation measures presented in the Noise and 
Aesthetics Sections of this DEIS are fol
lowed. 

With mitigation, no significant adverse 
impacts would occur to local land uses. 

Operation Operation Operation 

• Minimal impacts could occur. Some incom- • 
patibility among proposed land uses could 
occur depending on the exact mix of uses that 
result. These are most likely to occur in 
Development Areas U-1, U-2, and U-3 

The project-specific design for the Smelter • 
Site should consider the compatibility of po
tential land uses. Particular attention should 
be given to the design and development of 
Development Areas U-1, U-2, and U-3 . 

With mitigation, no significant adverse 
impacts would occur to local land uses. 

Alternative 1 • No Action would be inconsistent with poli- • No mitigation proposed. 
cies that would direct redevelopment to the 

• No Action would be inconsistent with poli
cies that would direct redevelopment to the 
proposed project site area. 

Smelter Site EIS 
6941034.1 

All Build 
Alternatives 

- - -

proposed project site area. This inconsistency 
would occur under elements of the State's 
Growth Management Planning and 
Environmental Review Act, the Tacoma 
Shoreline Management Requirements, and the 
Tacoma Generalized Land Use Plan. 

The following mitigation measures could be • Assuming adoption of the stated mitigation • All of the build alternatives would be consis
tent with the intent of the State's Growth 
Management Act provisions. They would be 
consistent with redevelopment of the shore
line area envisioned under the Tacoma • 
Shoreline Requirements and the goals of the 
Tacoma Generalized Land Use Plan, except 
for provisions intended to encourage new res
idential development. 

- - ... -

provided to achieve consistency with plans and measures, no significant impacts would 
policies: occur. 

-

The Tacoma Shoreline Management 
Requirements could be modified to allow de
velopment under the selected Smelter Site 
alternative. 

xx - - - .. - - - - .. -
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• The proposed mix of uses on the southern • 

portion of the site would not be consistent 
with any one zoning designation in the City 
zoning code, and would require development 

The Ruston Shoreline Master Program could 
be modified to define uses more broadly and 
to avoid requiring conditional use approvals 
on nonwater-related development, and to 
specifically exclude residential and heavy in
dustrial uses from provisions of the program. 

of a combined designation. 

• Parking under the build alternatives would not 
be entirely consistent with City and Town • 
parking standards specified during the Plan 
Definition Phase of the proposed site rede
velopment. 

The Ruston Comprehensive Plan could com
plete an Asarco PD provision to be added to 
the zoning ordinance. The Ruston Zoning 
Code could modify height limits for struc
tures. 

• The Tacoma Zoning Code could be modified 
to combine attributes of the M-1 designation 
with those of the Shoreline District in an ap
propriate rezoning strategy. It could also re
duce the need for complicated administrative 
or conditional use reviews by end use devel
opers. 

• Tacoma and Ruston could increase the pro
posed three cars per 1,000 square feet of gross 
floor area parking standards. 

• The Tacoma Platting Ordinance could provide 
a better definition of adjacent railroad rights
of-way in establishing a new Ruston Way 
right-of-way. 

The Ruston Subdivision Ordinance could re
quire that all streets be similarly designed and 
consider using the maximum street grade cri
teria in the Town ordinance. 

6941034.I xxi 
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Alternatives 
• Construction would not directly impact popu- • None required. 

lation, housing, or employment. Indirectly, 
construction activities could create noise or 
traffic disturbances to current area residents. 

Operation Operation - All Alternatives: 

Alternative 2 • No direct impacts to population or housing • None required. 
would occur. Indirectly, some workers may 
choose to locate in the area adding to popula-
tion growth. Under low-intensity develop-
ment the proposed project could generate 
between 439 to 866 new employees. 

Alternative 3 • Impacts would be the same as those for 
Alternative 2, except that this alternative 
could generate between 1,805 to 3,559 new 
employees. 

Alternative 4 • Impacts would be the same as those for 
Alternative 2, except that this alternative 
could generate between 3,428 to 6,761 new 
employees. 

All Build Construction Construction 
Alternatives 

• Some temporary light and glare impacts • No mitigation would be necessary. 
would occur as a result of illumination of the 
site during construction. Upland areas could 
be exposed to additional lighting from the site 
during construction. Shadow impacts would 
not occur from construction. 

Operation Operation 

• Proposed building lighting could affect upland 
residential uses. Pedestrian light standards 
and light from waterfront buildings could 
affect boaters from direct light and bright 
spots on the water surface. Street lighting • 
may cause direct glare impacts on upland 
residential uses. Some lare im acts could 

Street lighting could incorporate shielded 
lamps to reflect lighting in a downward 
direction. 

The use of highly reflective surfaces could be 
limited. 

xxii - - - - - .. - - - - - .. 

• No significant adverse impacts on 
population, housing, or employment would 
occur. 

Operation - All Alternatives: 

No significant adverse impacts on 
population, housing, or employment would 
occur. 

Construction 

• With mitigation, no significant adverse 
impacts would occur. 

Operation 

With mitigation, no significant adverse 
impacts would occur. 

- - - - - -
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occur on pedestrians and vehicle drivers during • 
certain daylight hours and depending upon the 
exact building materials used. 

HJMMiJit~1Jlt!t:lr 
Shading devices could be used to mitigate 
direct sunlight at south- and west-facing fa
cades. 

• No significant impacts from shadow effects • Building heights could be limited and set-
are anticipated on the promenade. backs could be applied to minimize potential 

shadow effects. 

Construction Construction - All Alternatives: 

Alternative 1 • A number of new park improvements would • No mitigation would be needed. 
be made under all alternatives, including No 
Action. Direct impacts on recreation would 
not occur. Indirectly, delays or inconve-
niences due to construction activities near 
park facilities could take place. 

All Build • Impacts would be the same as those of 
Alternatives Alternative I. 

Alternative 1 

All Build 
Alternatives 

Operation 

• The No Action alternative would include a 
number of park improvements including new 
park and open space areas. This would create 
new recreational opportunities in the project 
area. 

• The proposed project would include additional 
park improvements beyond those under 
Alternative 1. This would create new recre
ational opportunities in the project area, 
which would help satisfy potential increased 
demand for recreational use as a result of the 
proposed development. It could change some 
park users' perceptions of the quality of park 
experiences as the area becornes more 
developed. 

-' .... -, .. -

Operation - All Alternatives: 

Significant adverse impacts to recreational 
resources would not result, thus mitigation 
measures would not be needed. 

xx iii 

- - .. - -

Construction - All Alternatives: 

• No significant adverse impacts to 
recreational resources would occur. 

Operation - All Alternatives: 

No significant adverse impacts to 
recreational resources would occur. 

-
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Alternatives 

All Build 

- - -

• No impacts to known archaeological re
sources or historical structures would occur. 

Operation 

If any archaeological materials are exposed or 
discovered during construction, work would 
be stopped within 10 feet of the find, a quali
fied archaeologist would be contacted, and a 
Puyallup Tribal official would be notified. 

Operation 

No significant adverse impacts to 
archaeological or historical resources are 
expected to occur. 

Operation 

• No impacts to known archaeological re- • 
sources are expected to occur. No historic 
structures would be affected by operations of 
proposed buildings. It would not be feasible 
to preserve potentially historic buildings from 
the former Asarco smelter operations, and 
those buildings would be demolished. 

Asarco could consider participating with • 
Stakeholders in an interpretive signage pro
gram or some method of maintaining exhibits 
illustrating the history of the Asarco smelter 
operations. 

No significant adverse impacts on historical 
resources are expected to occur. 

Construction 

• Few construction impacts would occur to 
utilities and services. Traffic congestion and 
detours may affect emergency service response 
times and vehicles traveling to and from local 
schools and parks. Some temporary disrup
tions to utility services may occur . 

Operation 

Services: 

Construction 

No significant impacts on services and utili
ties would occur during construction and no 
mitigation measures would be required. This 
assumes use of erosion and sedimentation 
control BMPs . 

Operation 

Services: 

Construction 

• Although the proposed development would 
generally increase demands for local services 
and utilities after mitigation, no significant 
adverse impacts are expected to occur . 

Operation 

Services: 

• Local population growth could contribute to • Increased tax revenues would help offset po- • Although the proposed development would 
generally increase demands for local services 
and utilities after mitigation, no significant 
adverse impacts are expected to occur. 

increased enrollments in project area schools. tential impacts. 

• Additional calls for fire and police services • 
would result. 

• The Town would need additional fire equip
ment and/or a new fire station to serve 
medium- and high-intensity development. 
Full-time, salaried fire staff also may be 
needed. 

- - - - -

The project proponent could make an 
incremental cost contribution, based on the 
development population, to the Town toward 
the acquisition of a new ladder truck and/or a 
fire station. · 
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lmnacts 

• Proposed development may contribute to ex
isting youth-related crimes in the area. A po
tential increase in car prowls and assaults may 
result from increased development. 

Utilities: 

< 

Mifiltation Measures 
• Buildings would comply with City and Town 

codes, and Uniform Fire and Building Codes 
regarding fire hydrants, flow, alarms, 
sprinklers, and access. 

• The Tacoma Police Department recommends 
the use of Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design measures to reduce 
potential crimes after development and instal
lation of security cameras in project parking 
garages. 

Utilities: 

' 

Jmoacts After MitiJ!;ation , 

Utilities: 

• Additional demands for all services would • The Tacoma Public Works Department has • Although the proposed development would 
generally increase demands for local services 
and utilities after mitigation, no significant 
adverse impacts are expected to occur. 

occur; however, service providers could meet recommended that wastewater flow reduction 
new demands. measures be taken wherever possible. 

• New development would contribute to rental • 
capacity problems with the local sewer 
system . 

New businesses could require water-saving 
toilets, water flow restrictors, and other con
servation devices to minimize water entering 
the sewer system. Incentives could be en
couraged to reduce water use, reuse water, and 
lower sanitary sewer volumes. 

• Capacity concerns for the local sewer system 
could be mitigated by providing an 
incremental cost contribution based on the 
population served by the development. 

• Businesses locating on the site could partici
pate in waste reduction and recycling pro
grams to minimize solid waste production. 

• Measures to reduce water consumption 
(including water efficient landscape design, 
water audits, and/or water efficient plumbing 
fixtures) in new buildings could be encour
a2ed. 
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ACRONYMS AND DEFINITIONS 

AIP ...................... Agreement in Principle 
AOC ..................... Administrative Order on Consent 
CBD ..................... Central Business District 
CD ....................... Consent Decree 
CERCLA ............... Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 

Liability Act 
CFR ..................... Code of Federal Regulations 
CO ....................... carbon monoxide 
City ...................... City of Tacoma 
Corps ................... U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
County .................. Pierce County 
CW A .................... Clean Water Act 
DEIS .................... Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
DNR .................... Department of Natural Resources 
Ecology ................. Washington State Department of Ecology 
EIS ...................... Environmental Impact Statement 
EPA ..................... U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
FAR ..................... Floor Area Ratio 
G L UP ................... Generalized Land Use Plan 
GMA .................... Growth Management Act 
HAER ................... Housing and Engineering Record 
HHW ................... higher-high water 
I .......................... Interstate 
LLW ................... .lower-low water 
MDP .................... Master Development Plan 
MEA .................... Master Environmental Assessment 
MPD .................... Metropolitan Park District 
MS L ..................... mean sea level 
NAAQS ................. National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NEPA ................... National Environmental Policy Act 
NOAA .................. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NRDA .................. Nation Resource Damage Assessment 
OAHP ................... Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
OCF ..................... Onsite Containment Facility 
PDA ..................... Public Development Authority 
PDR ..................... Plan Definition Report 
PLP ..................... potentially liable party 
PSRC ................... Puget Sound Regional Council 
PSAPCA ............... Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency 
RA ...................... . Remedial Action 
RCW ................... . Revised Code of Washington 
RD ...................... . Remedial Design 
RD R .................... . Remedial Design Report 
RI. ...................... . Remedial Investigation 
ROD .................... . Record of Decision 
ROW ................... . right-of-way 
SARA .................. . Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
SEPA ................... State Environmental Policy Act 
SMA .................... Shoreline Management Act 
Smelter Site ............ Asarco Tacoma Smelter Site 
SOV ..................... single-occupancy vehicle 
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SOW .................... Statement of Work 
SR ....................... State Route 
Town .................... Town of Ruston 
IDM .................... Transportation Demand Management 
TPCHD ................. Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department 
. TS M ..................... Transportation System Management 
TSMP ................... Tacoma Shoreline Master Plan 
TSP ..................... total suspended particulates 
U.S ...................... United States 
USFWS ................ U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
VMT .................... vehicle miles traveled 
WAC .................... Washington Administrative Code 
WDFW ................. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
WSDOT ................ Washington State Department of Transportation 
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Weights and Measures 

emfs ..................... centimeters per second 
d.BA ..................... A-weighted decibels 
EPTOX ................. EP Toxicity 
ft/ft ...................... feet per feet 
gpm ..................... gallons per minute 
Leg and Leq(h) ........ equivalent sound level and hourly equivalent sound level 
If ........................ .lineal footage 
mg/L .................... milligrams per liter 
MHHW ................ . mean high high water 
MLLW ................. . mean low low water 
mph ..................... miles per hour 
ppm ..................... parts per million 
µg/L ..................... micrograms per liter 
µmho/cm ............... micromho per centimeter 

Definitions 

Altitude or Angle: The angle at which sunlight is cast relative to the horizontal ground plane. 

Azimuth: The angle at which the sun travels relative to true South. 

48 degrees North Latitude: This is the latitude line on which the Puget Sound area lies. Sun 
Altitudes and Azimuths are based on this latitude. 

Development Area: Area available for buildings. 

Project Area: All areas surrounding the study area that could be affected by the proposed 
Development . 

PMlO: Particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter. 
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1.1 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

INTRODUCTION 

The Town of Ruston (Town) is proposing to approve a Master Development Plan (MDP) to allow 
redevelopment on the former Asarco Tacoma Smelter Site (Smelter Site), and to amend applicable 
local regulations that direct the redevelopment. The Town is lead agency on redevelopment for this 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The City of Tacoma (City), in which a smaller part 
of the Smelter Site is located, also will approve the MDP and will therefore use this DEIS. The 
Metropolitan Park District (MPD) also will use this DEIS to deliberate regarding an MDP for park 
improvements for the portion of the Smelter Site under its jurisdiction (see Section 1.2, General 
Site Information). 

The Smelter Site is a privately owned property located on Commencement Bay (see Figure 1-1, 
Vicinity Map). The project area is currently being restored as part of the Superfund remediation 
process for managing historic hazardous material contamination. Remediation will take place 
before future development. The proposed development, which is the subject of this DEIS, would 
occur on Smelter Site development pads after remediation. Because remediation will be conducted 
under the Federal Superfund Program, it is not subject to the State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEP A). The remediation is assumed to be complete before the development analyzed in this DEIS 
occurs. The remediation was the subject of an extensive public involvement and planning process 
before drafting of this DEIS. This DEIS has been prepared to address development issues and 
related environmental issues that directly relate to redevelopment of this area following 
remediation. 

Section 1, Project Description, includes site and implementation characteristics relevant to the 
proposed redevelopment project, regardless of the alternative selected. Section 2 of this DEIS 
describes three build alternatives for implementing development analyzed in this DEIS, and a No 
Action Alternative. The alternatives analyzed in this DEIS are based on the Plan Definition Report 
(PDR), Agreement in Principle (AIP), and Definitive Agreement (DA), as well as public input 
received during the DEIS scoping (see Section 1.6, Scoping Process). The DEIS alternatives 
represent the full spectrum of redevelopment that could occur on the Smelter Site, from No Action 
to High-Intensity. The final MDP will indicate a level or range of development along this 
continuum of possible development. Although the MDP will undergo minor adjustments and 
evolve throughout the EIS process, this DEIS analyzes the full spectrum of possible final MDP 
alternatives. 

1.2 GENERAL SITE INFORMATION 
(see Figures 1-1, Vicinity Map, and 1-2, Local Vicinity Map) 

The Smelter Site is located along Ruston Way between North 48th Street and Point Defiance Park 
in northwest Tacoma and Ruston. The Smelter Site consists of 80 acres of property owned by 
Asarco and a 23-acre slag peninsula under the possession and control of the MPD. 

The Smelter Site was formerly occupied by copper smelter facilities owned by Asarco. Since 
closure of the smelter operations, the site has not been in active use. Most of the buildings onsite 
have been demolished, and the few remaining structures will be removed as part of remediation. A 
car tunnel and a railroad tunnel are located between the former smelter stack and arsenic production 
facilities. A paved access road l~ads to the Tacoma Yacht Club building on the slag peninsula. 

The area in the vicinity of the former Smelter Site is one of steep slopes extending from the west 
down to Commencement Bay, with bluffs along portions of the shoreline. Much of the smelter 
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facility was constructed on slag fill, which created land waterward of the original Commencement 
Bay shoreline as molten slag from smelting operations was poured into the bay. 

The adjacent slag peninsula, which extends to the northwest from the northeast comer of the 
Asarco property, is composed of slag that was placed in granular form or poured as molten slag 
between the early 1940s and 1970. The slag peninsula is occupied by the Tacoma Yacht Club 
building and the associated parking lot and access road under a lease agreement with the MPD. 

Within the City, existing land uses in the surrounding area primarily are single-family residential, 
with a few commercial uses along the Ruston Way shoreline as the Smelter Site is approached 
from the south. The Smelter Site also is adjacent to Point Defiance Park, a public boat dock, and 
the Washington State Ferry (WSF) dock. Within the Town, surrounding land uses are primarily 
residential, except for commercial uses that have developed along Pearl Street and North 51st 
Street. 

1.3 PROJECT HISTORY 

The Smelter Site and related area consist of approximately 100 acres of former industrial property 
located within the jurisdictions of the City and the Town. In March 1995, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) issued a Record of Decision (ROD) that describes the remediation 
remedy for soil, slag and surface water, and for onsite placement without treatment of soils with 
elevated concentrations of arsenic and other metals, demolition debris, and residential soils 
associated with the Smelter Site. 

The ROD is the result of the EPA's review and approval of environmental remediation and reuse 
strategies proposed by ASARCO Incorporated (Asarco), the former smelter operator, following a 
year-long public information gathering process that began in November 1993. The overall strategy 
upon which the ROD is based is one that coordinates environmental remediation activities with 
proposals for long-term reuse of the Smelter Site (Selected Remedy). This strategy requires the 
cooperation of four parties with significant interest in the property: Asarco, the City, the Town, 
and the MPD (hereinafter referred to as Stakeholders). 

The Selected Remedy, which constitutes the No Action Alternative in this DEIS (see Section 2, 
Alternatives), contemplates the following activities: 

• Excavation of approximately 160,000 cubic yards of certain soils and slag on the Smelter Site; 

• Construction of the Onsite Containment Facility (OCF) on the property and disposal of the 
excavated soils and slag, plus approximately 80,000 cubic yards of demolition debris, in the 
OCF; 

• Capping of the Smelter Site; 

• Demolition of the remaining buildings and structures on the property; 

• Replacement of the surface water drainage system at the Smelter Site; 

• Shoreline armoring, to the extent required, following shoreline erosion evaluations; 

• Monitoring of Smelter Site groundwater and surface water; and 

• Development of a program of restrictions and guidelines to ensure that development activities 
do not interfere with the long-term effectiveness of the remedy. 
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Asarco will design and implement the Selected Remedy pursuant to a Consent Decree negotiated 
with the EPA and entered in U.S. District Court on January 3, 1997. The Consent Decree includes 
all statement(s) of work, plans, reports (including remedial design reports), and other submittals 
and deliverables approved by the EPA. 

In coordination with implementation of the Selected Remedy, the Stakeholders propose to 
redevelop portions of the Asarco property and portions of the MPD property (Smelter Site) for 
public and private use. These redevelopment activities constitute the build alternatives evaluated in 
this DEIS (see Section 2.3, Build Alternatives). To determine the interests of the community in 
such a redevelopment, the Stakeholders held four week-long public forums called "Asarco 
Weeks." In response to public comment during the Asarco Weeks, the Stakeholders proposed a 
conceptual development plan for the Smelter Site known as the G 2.1 Bennett Street Promontory 
(G 2.1 Site Plan) which provided general guidelines for open space, development zones and 
surface roadways. Figure 1-3, titled "G 2.1 Bennett Street Promontory" and dated June 28, 1996, 
is the basis for the design recommendations in the PDR. The PDR was developed with the intent 
of providing guidance to the design team in setting out the measures to be taken to allow 
remediation activities to be compatible with a range of end-use potentials. It is the first step in 
preparation of a final MDP for the Smelter Site. The draft MDP defines the kinds of site 
improvements that will be designed to create a pad-ready condition for subsequent development as 
well as the scope of potential end-use development options. Figure 1-4 summarizes the Smelter 
Site planning process to date. Figure 1-5 indicates the EIS process. 

As a result of planning that occurred in 1993 and 1994, the Stakeholders have agreed on a general 
approach to the remediation and reuse of the Smelter Site. The agreement has been summarized in 
an AIP that was approved in August 1994. The agreement among the Stakeholders is further 
refined in a DA which was signed by the Stakeholders in January 1997. The PDR, AIP, and DA 
are incorporated by reference into this DEIS (these documents are available at the Asarco 
Information Center). 

1.4 PROJECT SETTING/SPECIFIC SITE CONDITIONS 

As stated above, remediation activities performed under the Consent Decree are not subject to 
SEPA review. The No Action Alternative in this DEIS consists of no development on areas that 
have been capped by remediation; the capped sites could accommodate subsequent development if 
a build alternative is selected by the lead agency (see Section 2, Alternatives). This section 
describes the remediation activities that will create the pad-ready sites. The following is provided 
as a background and disclosure of site conditions and project setting relevant to the DEIS 
alternatives. The following remediation activities will occur under all alternatives. 

1.4.1 Remediation Activities Related to the Entire Site and Adjacent Areas 
(see Figure 1-3, G 2.1 Bennett Street Promontory) 

As described in the DA and PDR, the MDP will define the condition of the Smelter Site at the 
conclusion of remediation activities. Asarco will lease or convey portions of the property to the 
local jurisdictions or Public Development Authority (PDA) as appropriate, including public 
roadways, utilities, parks, and public access ways. 

Remediation activities will result in finished roads, the creation of pad-ready development areas, 
Park Tracts, and Other Tracts. Asarco is responsible for the following remediation activities and 
preparatory work, as defined in the DA, which are considered part of the Selected Remedy: 
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Roundabout Road 

Roundabout Road (Roundabout) is the central focus of the Smelter Site Plan. The Roundabout 
acts as a viewing area to Commencement Bay, Mt. Rainier, and across the new park and 
commercial developments. It may serve as an entrance and drop-off for Crescent Park and 
distributes traffic from Ruston Way, 51st Street, Baltimore Street, etc. 

Walks, Landscaping, and Lighting Related to Roadways 

Roadways constructed as part of remediation will include street lighting and sidewalks consistent 
with standard municipal specifications. 

Improvements to Ruston Way 

Ruston Way will be realigned in order to intersect with the new Roundabout Road. The 
automobile tunnel will be abandoned and either removed or filled. Ruston Way will carry the 
majority of traffic circulating through the Smelter Site, and will provide connections to North 51 st 
Street, Baltimore Street, and Peninsula Park Road. 

Peninsula Park Road 

Peninsula Park Road provides a link from the center of the Smelter Site to the Breakwater 
Peninsula Park and Yacht Club facilities. Sidewalk and pedestrian promenade linkages will be 
included in the design. 

Redevelopment of Impacted Adjacent Roadways 

Portions of existing N. Baltimore, N. Bennett, N. 51st, N. 52nd, and N. Ferdinand Streets may 
be impacted in varying degrees during remediation. Portions of some of these streets may need to 
be significantly rebuilt. Reconstruction of impacted roadways will be completed according to 
Town and City standards. 

North Baltimore Street will be realigned over the Burlington Northern Railroad (BNRR) tunnel to 
link with the Roundabout. North 51st Street will be realigned and extended to connect with the 
Roundabout. A portion of North 52nd Street will need to be maintained to provide access to 
existing private properties not owned by Asarco. 

A portion of North Bennett Street may be closed to traffic between North 52nd and North 53rd 
Streets to allow the Ruston School site to connect directly to the Promontory. 

Pedestrian Promenade 

The connection of the Ruston Way pedestrian promenade with the promenade at the shore of Point 
Defiance Park is a key element of the plan and is consistent with Tacoma and Pierce County 
regional trail policies. As part of remediation, the basic concrete paving, pedestrian site lighting 
consistent with standards already established on Ruston Way, utilities, and other basic functional 
elements of the promenade will be provided. This will create a continuous path connecting the 
existing Ruston Way promenade to the boardwalk adjacent to the ferry. This public walkway will 
be constructed in coordination with other shoreline features such as shoreline armoring, utility 
services, park and development area preparation, and stormwater outfalls. 

The proposed Promenade to be provided at the completion of remediation is generally envisioned 
as a 25-foot-wide concrete paved walkway corridor within which at least 12 feet remain clear of 
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obstacles for bicycle, pedestrian, and emergency vehicle access. Provisions will be made within 
the width of the promenade to separate foot traffic from bicycles, skates, and other nonmotorized 
wheel traffic. A hand rail or other measures may be used to separate the public from steep slopes 
at the water's edge. 

The detail of promenade design will be subject to review and revision by Asarco and the 
Stakeholders during the design phase of the project. Additional features may be added to the 
design when mutually agreeable to the Stakeholders, but must be paid for by sources other than 
Asarco. Because the promenade will connect to other promenade sections managed by the MPD, it 
is anticipated that the MPD will take a leadership role in design review. 

Enlarged paved areas described as "view points" in the original G 2.1 Site Plan may be desirable at 
points where the Promenade will join with other park pathways. View points are anticipated to be 
close to the edge of the water and designed with small retaining walls and parapet guard rails. 
Asarco does not plan to fund the development of these view points as part of remediation, nor are 
any of the other Stakeholders committed to specific view point development. Should they be 
desired in the future, however, their design needs to be anticipated in the design of shoreline 
remediation elements of the project. If view points are to be constructed with the Promenade, 
supplemental park development funds must be provided. 

The Promenade design includes site furniture items, such as seating, litter receptacles, graphics, 
and tree plantings. These features will need to be funded by a source other than Asarco. Design of 
the promenade will be conducted jointly between Asarco and the MPD. Supplemental promenade 
improvements, such as view points, furniture, and special paving, are identified only as 
"opportunities" in the PDR; the MPD is not obligated to provide them. 

Sidewalks Related to the Street System 

Streets provided by Asarco as part of the remediation will include sidewalks consistent with the 
descriptions contained in the PDR and further defined in the MDP. Sidewalks will be constructed 
in accordance with standard municipal public work specifications of the governing jurisdictions 
(Town and City). Sidewalks will be constructed of concrete and will be at least 4 feet wide. 
Sidewalks may be integrated with the curb of the adjacent street or separated by a planting strip. 
Wheelchair ramps and curb aprons that meet standard municipal specifications also will be standard 
sidewalk features. 

Bicycle Lanes Related to the Street System 

Most streets provided as part of remediation will include a 5-foot-wide bicycle lane striped onto the 
asphalt driving surface of the roadway. Where provided, these lanes must meet Washington State 
Department of Transportation (WSDOT) and other standards for bicycle traffic, and are necessary 
in both directions. Because the Roundabout plan calls for two lanes that travel in one direction, 
there may not be a need to add an additional bicycle lane to the road width. Because of the limited 
space available, steep terrain, and the presence of the Promenade adjacent to the roadway, separate 
bicycle lanes may not be made available on Peninsula Park and Boat Launch Access Roads. 

Other Pedestrian Pathways 

In addition to sidewalks related to the new street system and the pedestrian promenade, a number 
of smaller connecting pathways are necessary to provide a fully functional pedestrian circulation 
system. Asarco will construct elements of these secondary walks where necessary to the basic 
function of the park spaces. While the design of these features has not yet been determined, it is 
assumed that pathways will be concrete paved, and between 6- and 12-feet wide. At least 12 feet 
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of clearance will be necessary in cases where maintenance and emergency vehicles access the 
pathways. 

Ramps, Stairs, and Other Pedestrian Facilities 

In some cases there may be a need for small walkways, stairs, handrail parapets, and/or ramps to 
connect various parking areas, sidewalks, and other facilities to each other. Facilities will be 
provided that meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and other applicable code requirements 
to connect the pathways. In the long-range interests of park development, however, it may be 
appropriate for others to provide expanded pedestrian facilities at the time of construction in 
anticipation of future development. 

Expanded Pedestrian Facilities 

Other funding sources may be necessary to provide a more extensive system of walks and 
pedestrian facilities. If included, it is highly desirable that these systems be constructed concurrent 
with the remediation work to avoid subsequent conflicts and redundancies. Funding sources for 
these improvements, if they occur, have not yet been identified. 

1.4.2 Remediation Within the Development Areas 

Development areas described in the G 2.1 Site Plan will be prepared to pad-ready condition and 
will be ready for improvement. Site demolition, remediation and capping, site grading, utilities, 
drainage, and erosion control planting are to be provided as discussed· below. The prepared 
development areas will be turned over to the PDA under the terms defined in the DA. Development 
areas have been divided into three groups based on geographic conditions, and consist of areas 
along the Waterfront, areas fronting the Crescent Park, and Upland areas (see Figure 1-3). 

Remediation Provisions Common to all Development Areas 

Final Elevations and Site Preparation for Development Areas 

Demolition, grading, and site preparation of development areas will be consistent with that 
specified in the draft MDP and PDR. 

Location and Extent of Future Building Foundations 

Special measures will be used to remove existing structures and prepare portions of the Smelter 
Site for building foundations. In areas where building foundations are to be constructed, the 
subgrade will be prepared in a way that not only protects foundations from differential settlement, 
but also maintains the integrity of the cap. 

Portions of the Smelter Site to be prepared for buildings will be subject to future development 
studies, evaluation of subsurface conditions, and environmental remediation design considerations. 
Depending on the final alternative selected for development, a specified percentage of each 
development area will be prepared for building foundations. · 

Fill Provided by Asarco 

At the conclusion of remediation, adequate fill will have been provided by Asarco to accept 
anticipated building loads, accommodate underground utilities, provide adequate surface drainage, 
and provide protection for the cap. At the completion of remediation, the pad-ready sites will have 
the basic amount of cover over capping materials required for remediation plus an adequate depth 
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of structural fill in the area of future building foundations to allow building construction using 
conventional building technologies. Additional depths of fill may be provided in some areas to 
create temporary slopes and drainage features as well as utility corridors. Structural fill, rather than 
planting soil, may be used for cover in development areas, reducing the need to strip topsoil at the 
time of development. 

Additional Fill Provided by Developers of Future Buildings 

Developers may be required to provide additional structural fill to accommodate construction of 
specific buildings on development areas. The amount and placement of these fills will depend on 
the foundation design of the buildings to be placed on the sites. 

Utility Corridors 

Each development area will be served with utilities as described in Section 2, Alternatives, of this 
DEIS. In many cases, required depth for buried utilities exceeds the minimum depths of cover 
materials required by the EPA. To P-rovide a ro riate clearances in these areas without 
penetratin the ca it will be necessary to create s ecial uti 1t corridors the ca is lowered 
an ut1 1ties can be placed. These utl 1ty com ors w1 extend into development areas to fac1 1tate 
connection to buildings and site features while maintaining required burial depths. (A more in
depth discussion of utilities under various alternatives is located in Section 4, Public Services and 
Utilities.) Specific layout, configuration, and details of utility corridors must meet design. 
requirements of each area. 

Stormwater detention requirements will likely result in the establishment of detention ponds or 
underground storage facilities to serve development. These facilities must be designed to maintain 
the integrity of the cap as well as provide connection to established stormwater outfalls, and 
therefore will be anticipated in the remediation design. 

Utility Service to Docks and Marine Structures 

Utility services will be provided to docks and marine structures for future development. Utilities 
will be limited to extensions of service that would otherwise serve Crescent Park and Waterfront· 
development areas, and will be sized based on anticipated demand. 

1.4.3 Remediation Provisions for Specific Development Areas 
(see Figure 1-3, G 2.1 Bennett Street Promontory) 

Waterfront Development Areas W-1 and W-2 

Development Areas W-1 and W-2 lie on the Asarco Property and will be capped per the selected 
remedy. The sites will be graded as defined in the PDR and MDP to provide nearly level sites that 
can accept future development. 

Waterfront development areas will be accessible to vehicles from Ruston Way. These areas also 
will have pedestrian and emergency access along the Waterfront Promenade, as will the public 
open space view corridors between the areas. 

Piped Utilities, Sewerage, and Drainage 

Areas W-1 and W-2 will include water mains connecting to Ruston Way and the Waterfront 
Promenade. A utility corridor will provide each area with new underground power lines, 
communications ducts, and gas lines. New sanitary sewer service and water service also will be 
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provided to each area. Water service will include provisions for fire protection needed to support 
subsequent development. Provisions will be made to accommodate stormwater after the areas are 
developed. The surface of the compacted structural fill development pad will be shaped to create 
temporary stormwater swales channeling onsite drainage to surface water control systems. 

Crescent Park Development Areas C-1 and C-2 

Because Development Areas C-1 and C-2 front Crescent Park as well as the Roundabout, they 
have different development opportunities and constraints when compared with other areas. 

Rustonff acoma Boundary 

Alignment of the Rustonffacoma boundary dividing Development Area C-1 currently remains in 
dispute at the writing of this DEIS. The actual boundary location will determine the jurisdiction 
within which most development will take place. 

Site Preparation 

Site preparation will include environmental remediation consistent with the Consent Decree, the 
Statement of Work (SOW), and the Remedial Design Reports (RDR). Depending on grading of 
the OCF, Roundabout, and Crescent Park, portions of the Crescent Park development areas may 
be left as planted sloping embankments at the conclusion of remediation so that they may be 
developed with buildings fronting the roadway and parking below the roadway grade at a later 
date. 

Piped Utilities, Sewage, and Drainage 

Development Areas C-1 and C-2 will be served by water mains connecting to the Roundabout. 
Development Area C-1 also may connect to Ruston Way. Development Area C-2 also could 
connect to utilities in Peninsula Park Road. A utility corridor will provide each site with new 
underground power lines, communications ducts, and gas lines. New sanitary sewer and water 
service also will be provided to each area. Water service will include provisions for fire protection 
needed to support subsequent development. Provisions will be made to accommodate stormwater 
after the areas are developed. The surface of the compacted structural fill at each development pad 
will be shaped to create stormwater swales channeling onsite drainage into the surface water 
control system. 

Upland Development Areas U-1, U-2, and U-3 

Development Areas U-1, U-2, and U-3 include Stack Hill and an area between Ruston Way and 
the railway tunnel. These areas may not require capping in the same fashion as slag-covered areas 
along the waterfront. Significant amounts of source materials may be removed from Development 
Areas U-2 and U-3 under conditions outlined in the RDRs. Final grades must be coordinated with 
remedial design approved by EPA and will be specified in the MDP. The automobile tunnel may 
be either removed or filled. The BNRR tunnel is intended to remain. 

Because of the steep terrain over portions of both Development Areas U-2 and U-3, it is likely that 
a significant portion of the area shown within the development areas will not be useful in 
constructing buildings or parking. The areas are likely to be graded into a series of development 
pads separated by sloping landscape areas. 
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Piped Utilities, Sewage, and Drainage 

Development Areas U-2 and U-3 will include a water main along Baltimore Street with fire 
hydrants and service connections. Development Area U-1 will require a water main along Ruston 
Way and/or Baltimore Street with fire hydrants and service connections. A utility corridor will 
provide each area with new underground power lines, communications ducts, and gas lines. 
Sanitary sewer service also will be provided to each area. A new stormwater drainage system will 
be constructed to tie into the surface water control system. The surface of each development pad 
will be shaped to create stormwater swales channeling onsite drainage into the surface water 
control system. 

1.4.4 Remediation Activities Related to Park Development 

At the completion of remediation activities, public park and open space areas will be developed as 
described in the proposed MDP. A package of park improvements will be provided as part of the 
remediation. The improvements provided by Asarco are part of the No Action EIS Alternative. 
Additional park improvements by others following remediation activities as indicated in the MDP 
are included in the build alternatives (see Section 2, Alternatives). 

Public park and open space areas constructed as part of the remediation described in the Consent 
Decree and PDR will include site capping, grading, utilities, irrigation, and seeding of these areas 
to create usable park areas. A Waterfront Promenade, as shown in the G 2.1 Site Plan will be 
developed to connect the existing Ruston Way promenade to the Point Defiance Boathouse 
pedestrian access way. 

Re-creation of the "green face" along the Ruston and MPD hillsides is an important aspect of the 
remediation and MDP. Site grading and new plantings will attempt to create a native-looking green 
vegetated hillside image when viewed from the water. 

Appendix E of this DEIS specifies park improvements for each specific park site. 

1.5 PURPOSE OF THIS DEIS 

The purpose of this DEIS is to fulfill applicable environmental requirements regarding the impacts 
of redevelopment. Redevelopment alternatives were selected through a public process to define the 
lowest to highest levels of new construction that are consistent with the public's vision for 
redevelopment. With this analysis, the Town, City, and MPD will be able to select specific 
development criteria to amend the existing land use plans and the applicable shoreline regulations. 
For example, the Town and City may adopt all or parts of the alternatives as discussed in this 
DEIS. This DEIS also is intended to provide the Town, City, and MPD with adequate SEPA 
review to approve and authorize the development and construction of known projects and 
infrastructure improvements and to streamline future project actions. This DEIS evaluates impacts 
on a programmatic level. To the extent possible based on available information, it also evaluates 
impacts on a site-specific basis. Different environmental elements lend themselves to different 
levels of detail for impact and mitigation analysis. As this DEIS is used to evaluate specific 
projects in the future, the need for additional, more detailed analysis will be determined based upon 
the extent to which the project is consistent with the alternatives evaluated in this DEIS. 

Impacts are assessed for a range of potential development alternatives from low- to high-intensity. 
This allows for an areawide assessment for each key factor, such as traffic, parking, and 
infrastructure. In addition, for each development area, site-specific development constraints are 
identified for factors (e.g., site limitations due to remediation activities and the potential for view 
blockage). Instead of analyzing impacts associated with specific developments (which are not yet 
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known), maximum build-out assumptions for all development areas are made, and impacts 
associated with maximum buildout are assessed. Specific projects that may be proposed in the 
future can be assessed based upon the extent to which they fit within the maximum development 
assumptions. If a proposed development fits within the range of development assumptions, this 
DEIS may be used to meet SEPA requirements; this is often referred to as a "Planned Action" 
approach under SEP A. Alternatively, projects may require additional, more focused environmental 
assessment and/or permitting depending upon the extent to which they differ from the development 
assumptions defined by the alternatives in this DEIS. 

Where appropriate, this DEIS sets forth a development alternative range and an impacts and 
mitigation range. The intent of this DEIS is to allow the Town, City, and future developers to 
anticipate and plan for likely impacts, which will then allow for the development of appropriate 
mitigation strategies. Proposed mitigation measures are consistent and coordinated throughout the 
area rather than applied on an individual basis. Throughout the environmental analysis, 
opportunities for areawide mitigation are proposed (e.g., parking). Where possible, cumulative 
areawide impacts are identified and addressed. 

Future developers will be able to use this DEIS to determine the appropriate use and intensity of 
proposed developments to identify impacts the development could generate, and to identify 
mitigation measures for the intensity of expected development. The intent of this DEIS is to 
provide the majority of the information necessary to complete the environmental process. 
Following approval of this DEIS, the Town, City, and PDA will complete an implementation 
program to outline the SEPA process for future development. In some cases the development may 
rely solely on this DEIS. In other cases, SEPA compliance may be achieved through the adoption 
of a supplemental DEIS or addendum. 

The main objectives of the planning process, including the DEIS analysis and the formulation of 
the development alternatives, are: 

• Identify opportunities, constraints, impacts, and mitigation measures for several 
postremediation development alternatives for the Smelter Site; 

• Meet SEPA requirements and other state and local land use policy directives; provide data to 
support other permitting to the greatest extent practical; 

• Provide detailed information for potential developers to understand existing conditions, 
requirements, and constraints, and to have a clear understanding of the Town's/City's 
expectations for allowable and desired development; 

• Involve citizens of the community in planning and creating the future of the Smelter Site. By 
combining this documentation with the public's vision, this DEIS can be the basis for 
developing amendments to land use and shoreline regulations and developing revisions to land 
use planning documents; 

• Evaluate development on the Smelter Site as a long-range integrated whole, as opposed to 
evaluation on a piecemeal basis; 

• Identify and analyze all important issues in a comprehensive manner and provide a level of 
certainty that allows the Town and City to move forward with redevelopment. This process 
will provide a detailed review of necessary infrastructure for a range of alternatives, allowing 
the Town and City to make informed choices about the timing and funding for capital facilities 
projects and service provision offsite, and to ensure that development occurs where adequate 
facilities and services exist; and 
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• Provide acceptable mitigation and development standards that further each community's vision. 

1.6 SCOPING PROCESS 

At the beginning of this EIS process, in accordance with SEPA regulations, the Town requested 
comments from appropriate agencies and groups regarding the scope of issues to be addressed 
during environmental review. An EIS Scoping Meeting was held on October 30, 1996 at the 
Ruston School. Two separate meetings were held to hear Agency and Public Comments. The 
meetings were advertised in the Tacoma News Tribune and a mass mailing. Responses to the 
scoping notice identified a number of issues that should receive attention in this DEIS. These 
issues are summarized below and addressed in this DEIS: 

• Protect neighborhood views; 

• Limit heights of onsite buildings to three stories to protect views; 

• Address transportation issues in areas along Ruston Way; 

• Consider Medium Alternative; 

• Recommend open-air, concert-type structure (bandshell type); 

• Recommend cruise ships; 

• Recommend fireworks on Independence Day; 

• Provide business persons with onsite housing; 

• Expect heavy traffic in good weather if Ruston Way is open to Point Defiance Park; 

• Analyze traffic in nearby neighborhoods; 

• Address opposition to development ("mixed use") behind Ruston School; 

• Emphasize wetland and animal preservation in the EIS. Red fox, deer, raccoons, and other 
assorted creatures use wetland and wildlife corridors; 

• "Consider designing a tower with liistorical significance." The previous stack played an 
important role in the history of the area; 

• Address transportation, view, and noise issues; 

• Address noise issues related to commercial enterprises, such as restaurants, particularly those 
with outdoor seating on adjacent residential areas; 

• Address noise issues related to park users in early morning or late evening hours (i.e., when 
there is less traffic) on adjacent residential areas; 

• Address park activities that have potential for noise generation; 

I • Address noise issues in regard to water proximity (i.e., water facilitates sound travel); 

I 
I 
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• Consider that the impact of sound is greater in summer months of increased outdoor activity 
along Ruston Way (e.g., nearby residents outside and/or windows and doors left open); and 

• Determine if the Consent Decree has already established the No Action configuration (e.g., 
pad-ready). 

1. 7 BENEFIT AND FUTURE OF THE EIS 

Preparation of this DEIS is a major component of the Smelter Site land use planning process. 
Alternatives were developed in conjunction with extensive public involvement. The alternatives are 
described in Section 2 of this DEIS. Environmental constraints and opportunities have been 
identified and integrated into the development alternatives throughout the EIS process. Where 
appropriate, alternatives have been developed to reduce or avoid environmental constraints, thus 
reducing the need for future environmental mitigation. The development alternatives have been 
tested against local planning documents, policies, and regulations. Where inconsistencies occur, 
local jurisdictions will consider changes in planning, documents, and regulations to reflect the 
community's vision for development of the Smelter Site. 

In summary, the following are the benefits of this EIS process: 

• Development will be considered in a long-range, integrated manner rather than a piecemeal 
approach; 

• The project scoping process and the development and review of different alternatives provided 
a setting allowing extensive public participation. This process provided a vehicle for public 
involvement that will enhance the comprehensive study of development alternatives; 

• A detailed analysis regarding infrastructure allows the local jurisdictions to make informed 
choices about the timing and funding for capital facilities projects and service provisions to 
serve the Smelter Site; 

• The EIS will provide a basis for beginning discussions with state and federal agencies on 
"areawide permits," or areawide standards; and 

• The EIS will assist in the development of standards or permits that could be used for all 
development in the study area, thereby streamlining the permit process. 

SEPA review of individual projects in the development alternatives plan area can be reduced and 
focused and, in some cases, avoided. 

1.8 PROPOSED USES OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF THIS DEIS 

During the design phase of this project, several ideas were proposed that may be appropriate as 
long-term design features for the Smelter Site, but would require significant environmental review 
beyond the scope of this DEIS, and are therefore not evaluated. However, these ideas will be 
identified in the planning documents for the Smelter Site as potential long-term uses. The types of 
projects currently being discussed include: 

• Moorage for a large marine vessel; 

• Aquarium or other water-related facility; 

• Commercial development of existing docks; 
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• Additional park facilities not listed in this DEIS; and 

• Expansion of the Tacoma Yacht Club or Breakwater Marina facilities. 
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2. ALTERNATIVES 

This DEIS considers four alternatives to compare the impacts of various levels of development and 
of no action. These alternatives represent a full and reasonable range of possibilities pursuant to 
SEP A (WAC 197-11-440) and reflect comments received during the scoping period in October and 
November 1996. 

2.1 BACKGROUND 

To guide master planning, a 1996 PDR was developed and contains site plans for the 
remediation/redevelopment of the property. A site plan, identified as the G 2.1 Bennett Street 
Promontory (G 2.1 Site Plan), which indicates the pad-ready development areas, was developed 
based on public input and geotechnical analysis. Final revisions to the plan were based on the 
EPA-approved location of the OCF and a public review/refinement process. The pad-ready 
development areas were based on the remediation design requirements and agreement among the 
Stakeholders and are the same for all alternatives (e.g., No Action and the three build alternatives). 

The G 2. l Site Plan is the basis for the DA among the Stakeholders. This DA, described in 
Section 1, was signed by the Stakeholders on January 8, 1997. 

The G 2.1 Site Plan identifies approximately 37 acres of Asarco property that is appropriate for 
redevelopment as part of this project. Those 37 acres are divided into seven potential development 
areas. These potential development areas are described in detail in Section 1, Project Description, 
of this DEIS. The parcels range in size from slightly more than 1 acre to 8 acres. Larger sites 
could be subdivided further to meet the requirements of smaller development proposals should that 
be necessary. 

Additional site planning is ongoing concurrent with this DEIS. Some changes from earlier site 
plans can be expected. The alternatives in this DEIS represent a range of options for 
redevelopment, from No Action to High-Intensity. Therefore, adjustment and fine-tuning as the 
MDP evolves are addressed in the analysis of this DEIS. The final MDP, when complete and 
adopted by the Stakeholders, will provide quantitative and qualitative development guidelines and 
land use regulatory criteria for the proposed development project. Should limits on development 
intensity be indicated as a result of environmental analysis, these limitations would be taken into 
account in completing the MDP. This DEIS will be used by decision-making agencies to evaluate 
potential levels of development and site plans that will comprise the final MDP for Smelter Site 
redevelopment. 

The seven development areas provided as part of the G 2.1 Site Plan would allow a wide range of 
development opportunities depending on developer interest, real estate market conditions, land use 
regulatory constraints imposed by the Town and City, and other factors. Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 
in this DEIS represent a range of development intensities and potential resulting intensities of 
environmental impact. 

Site plans illustrated in this DEIS are based on MDP work in progress. While they are conceptually 
consistent with the site plans provided in the PDR, they include some adjustments to roadway 
alignments, as well as Development Area and Park and Open Space Tract boundaries. 

For purposes of describing development density for each of the alternatives evaluated in this DEIS, 
development estimate tables have been prepared based on the original site area calculations from the 
PDR. In some cases, site areas shown on site plans are slightly larger or smaller than those listed 
in the development estimate tables. In this DEIS, the site plan illustrations show development 
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levels that are consistent with the tables, but that also depict the most recent available information 
regarding the postremediation configuration of the Smelter Site. 

2.2 ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (PAD-READY 
CONDITIONS) 

The No Action Alternative consists of leaving development pads vacant after remediation activities. 
See Section 1 .4, Project Setting/Specific Site Conditions, for further details regarding remediation 
activities. The remediation activities under Superfund legislation are not subject to permits or the 
SEPA process as specified in the following documents: (1) Record of Decision, (2) Consent 
Decree, (3) Statement of Work, (4) Remedial Design Reports, and (5) the DA (all documents are 
incorporated by reference in this DEIS). The remediation will be completed regardless of whether 
development ultimately occurs. The remediation was the subject of intensive and extensive public 
involvement and technical analysis in a process that was completed before this DEIS. 

The No Action Alternative is based on completion of all remediation activities, including those 
Smelter Site improvements that are part of remediation (e.g., the preparatory work described in 
Section 5.1 of the DA). This alternative reflects the Smelter Site condition following remediation 
(i.e., pad-ready) if the local jurisdictions do not approve the MDP. No development would occur 
under No Action. As such, this alternative recognizes local jurisdictional rights and land use 
decision making authority regarding approval or denial of the MDP and other development-related 
permits that may be necessary. Because this alternative includes only remediation activities and the 
associated redevelopment features that are an integral part of the remediation (i.e., the preparatory 
work for development areas and other improvements), no additional permits from local or state 
jurisdictions would be required. Final Smelter Site design plans would be subject to EPA approval 
and would comply with the existing zoning and other land use regulations applicable to the Smelter 
Site. The preparatory work items would be installed during Smelter Site remediation. However, 
the other Smelter Site improvements specified in Sections 5.3 and 5.4 of the DA are not included in 
the No Action Alternative. 

The work described in the No Action Alternative assumes that the Smelter Site infrastructure and 
development needed to reach a pad-ready condition will be installed during remediation. Even 
though the No Action Alternative does not anticipate development, infrastructure will be installed 
under remediation to accommodate maximum development that may occur in the future. All 
utilities will be placed in newly-established street rights-of-way and stubbed out at the edge of the 
specified development areas. There will be corridors to accommodate utilities constructed under 
the pads. 

2.2.1 Park Development Under the No Action Alternative 

For purposes of evaluating the No Action Alternative, it is assumed that Asarco would only 
construct those park improvements which are required and integral to environmental remediation of 
the Smelter Site, and/or required by conditions agreed to in the DA. No development would occur 
on MPD-owned properties west of the boat basin (e.g., the boat ramp and Breakwater Marina area, 
Tracts J, K, L, and W). The following Park improvements would be constructed under the No 
Action Alternative: 

The Waterfront Promenade envisioned in the PDR would be provided at the water's edge and 
integrated with the cap design. This is described as a" ... 25-foot-wide concrete paved walkway 
corridor .... " Pedestrian lighting and hand rails along the Promenade would be provided where 
required for public safety. Shoreline armoring would be performed as necessary. 

Sidewalks associated with replacement roadways would be provided. 
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Steep Slope "Green Face" Areas, such as,,Tracts P, Q, and portions of R, would be planted and 
irrigated to restore the "green face" and cap the steep slopes as envisioned by the PDR and required 
by the EPA. In some cases, fencing may be provided to protect the slopes and prevent public 
access. 

The Bennett Street Promontocy: area over the OCF (Tract 0) would be capped in accordance with 
EPA requirements, and irrigated turf would be provided with a cover over the cap. The perimeter 
path, lighting, hand rail, fence, or other required safety features would be provided. 

The Cooling Pond Site (Tract N) would be redeveloped as part of remediation. Fencing and 
landscaping required to screen and secure remediation facilities would be provided. 

Peninsula Park (Tract H) would be capped, graded, seeded, and irrigated in accordance with EPA 
requirements. The access road, 150-space parking lot, sidewalks, lighting, and Waterfront 
Promenade as described above would be constructed as part of the capping system. 

The Tacoma Yacht Club (Tract I) would have no park improvements, and only basic capping 
where required. Entry to the Club would remain in its present location. 

Crescent Park, and View Corridors (Tracts C, D, & E) would be capped, graded, seeded, and 
irrigated in accordance with EPA requirements. Sidewalks, lighting, and pedestrian promenade 
improvements, as described above, would be provided. 

The Roundabout (Tract F) and all other Park and Open Space Tracts including unpaved right-of
way areas next to roads would be capped, graded, seeded, and irrigated in accordance with EPA 
requirements. 

2.3 BUILD ALTERNATIVES (LOW-, MEDIUM- AND HIGH
INTENSITY) 

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 are the three separate build alternatives assessed in this DEIS. 

2.3.1 Issues Relevant to All Build Alternatives 

Alternatives 2 and 4 were developed based on preliminary design studies, which analyzed a range 
of possible development based on earlier public comment as well as public input during the public 
EIS scoping process. Alternative 3 represents the preferred alternative from the PDR. The 
following design specifications pertain to all build alternatives. 

Development Density Related to Parking 

As with many urban sites, parking design requirements have a significant bearing on the density of 
possible development. Parking requirements are regulated by land use code, and vary depending 
on the type of use and other factors relating to overall transportation planning. For purposes of the 
PDR, as well as for illustrating the scale of development in this DEIS, a general ratio of three cars 
for every 1,000 square feet of gross floor area was used. 

Development Density Related to Building Height 

In addition to parking requirements, building height influences the upward limit of development 
density. On the Smelter Site, initial structural reviews conducted during preparation of the PDR 
indicated that there may be a structural limit of four stories for conventional buildings given the 
anticipated subsurface conditions. Because current land use regulations in both the City and Town 
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tend to place height limit low than four stories,~ltP.matives 2 ai:id 3 \ssume a maximum 
height of four stories. Alternative 4 the High-Intensity Alternative, assumes more significant -
structural preparation, c as p1 e oundations, would be necessary and that buildings taller than 
four stories might result. 

Concurrency and Offsite Infrastructure Development 

Washington's Growth Management Act (GMA) requires comprehensive planning that provides 
concurrency between land use plans and infrastructure plans that support the expected land use. 
The three build alternatives provide an initial estimate of the levels of development that can be 
anticipated, and provide a basis for the Town and City to evaluate concurrency issues. 

Existing off site road and utility infrastructure plans may need to be modified by governing 
municipalities depending on the development alternative selected. According to the DA, Asarco is 
not responsible for upgrading offsite infrastructure. Sizing of onsite utilities and roads and 
evaluating them against existing offsite capacities will be performed during the remedial design and 
in this DEIS. This DEIS evaluates the offsite impacts of Smelter Site development on roadways, 
water and sewer line capacities, North End Treatment Plant impacts, and all other utilities (e.g., 
phone, cable, gas, electrical, etc.) based on the intensities of the development alternatives (see 
Section 4, Public Services and Utilities). 

Expansion of roads and utilities would be consistent with construction standards of the governing 
municipalities and utility companies. All work would be completed to a level of quality specified in 
the RDRs (e.g., APWA and WSDOT standards and those used by utility agencies serving the 
adjacent communities). 

Development Areas and the PD A 

Development on the Smelter Site would occur on the pad-ready development areas identified on the 
G 2.1 Site Plan. Projects would be initiated by developers working with the PDA as described in 
the DA. Development areas will be developed based on market demand and marketing efforts. 

Park Development under All Build Alternatives 
(see Figure 2-1, Park Development - All Build Alternatives) 

Park development following remediation will be in addition to the basic infrastructure installed 
during remediation as described above under the No Action Alternative. Future park development 
most likely will be accomplished under the direction of the PDA and/or the MPD. 

As the Smelter Site develops, it is likely that the public may desire additional park improvements. 
Improvements may include comfort stations, picnic shelters, viewing areas, seating, public art, 
additional plantings, additional paving, pathways, parking, and active recreation facilities. As 
improvements are added, it may be necessary to revise planting and irrigation plans. New 
buildings and/or plantings also may require additional fill to be placed over the cap. These 
additional park improvements may be covered in this DEIS, or may require further SEPA review. 

For purposes of evaluation in this DEIS, all build alternatives (Alternatives 2, 3, and 4) are 
considered to include the same full development of all park facilities contemplated in the PDR and 
subsequent MDP. Park improvements include all of the development described as part of the No 
Action Alternative above, plus additional work which requires permits not covered under the 
environmental remediation. Some of these park improvements require funding from sources other 
than Asarco and may not be implemented concurrent with the remediation work. 
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-------------------
M - Public Boat Ramp Area Improvements -------------'r-------oc+--i~-.--,,.-
1 . Boal Ramp / Marina Breakwater 
2. Ferry Night Moorage Slip 
3. Log Boom or Guide Wall 
4. Public Viewing Area Enhancements 

J - Breakwater Marina and Promenade --------------lt!-i-++'--t-'!F'---

1 . Sea Wall Replacement 
2. Short Term Moorage Expansion 
3. Marina Parking Expansion 
4. Relocate Fuel Dock and Marina Office 
5. Replace and/or Repair Marina Fuel Tanks and Fuel Delivery Access 
6. Modify Existing Marina Office Building 

0 · Bennett Street Promontory 
1 . Public Garden 
2. Children's Play Area 
3. New Pedestrian Entry at Ruston School 
4. Picnic Shelters 
5. Public Rest Rooms 
6. Sports Field 
7. Park Related Parking 
8. Ampitheater 
9. General Site Enhancements 
10. Pedestrian Connection on Tract P 

N - Cooling Pond Site ----------"o,-----~---
1.Ruston Entry Sign 

F - Roundabout -----~ 
l . Ruston Monument 
2. Ruston Entry Floral Display 

D - View Corridors -------------+---,f-+---,,4-

1 . Walkway Enhancements 
2. Pedestrian Connections 

C - View Corridors ---------------+--1-+--.,.~........., 
l . Walkway Enhancements 
2. Pedestrian Connections 

SOURCE: Merritt+ Pardini Sasaki Associates 
NOTE: Parking estimates are approximate 

0 200 ,mo 

Approx. Scale in Feet 

1,frn SHAPIRO 
6,. ASSOCIATES, INC. 

.. -;-:.:~::::-:-:: -

H - Peninsula Park 
l . Public Comfort Station 
2. Promenade Enhancements 
3. Events Facility 
4. Special Features 
5. Children's Play Area 
6. Fishing Pier 
7. Shoreline Enhancements 

~---- G - Boat Basin View Corridor 
1 . Yacht Club Entry Gate 
2. Yacht Club Screen Fence and Landscaping 

-------'1--¥---1'--f-f'--~--'-- E - Crescent Park 
l . Promenade Enhancements 
2. Shoreline Enhancements 
3. Roundabout View Plaza 
4. Restroom Building 
5. Peninsula Park Entry Plaza 
6. Promenade Dock Access - Ore Dock 
7. Promenade Dock Access - Copper Dock 

l . Promenade Enhancements 
2. Beach Access 
3. Development-Related Promenade Improvements 
4. Ore Dock Promenade Connections 

'--ttf---'11'1---~,.........,,.... A • Viewpoint Park 
l . Promenade Enhancements 
2. View Terrace 
3. Beach Access 

FIGURE 2-1 

PARK ENHANCEMENT PROJECTS 
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Park improvements that are contemplated by the PDR and MDP, and are the same for all build 
alternatives, are summarized as follows: 

Park Triangle Area: Tracts .T, K, L, and M 

In accordance with the DA, and subject to permitting requirements, Asarco and the MPD have 
agreed to participate in the redevelopment of these areas. Facilities proposed in the PDR and to be 
further defined in the MDP include: 

• Redevelopment of site to provide improved boat launching and boat tie-up floats (boat launch 
reconstruction in-water work may require project-level environmental analysis to supplement 
this DEIS); 

• Construction of a new roadway to connect the Peninsula Access Road on the Smelter Site with 
Pearl Street; 

• Planting and irrigation of embankments above the new roadway (Tract K) to re-establish the 
"green face" described in the PDR; 

• Removal and relocation of existing MPD greenhouses; 

• Regrading and paving of the site to provide boat ramp parking space for 200 car/trailer 
combinations; 

• Provision of a new 52-space parking lot for the Breakwater Marina; 

• Redevelopment of the existing roadbed at the west side of the boat basin (Tract J) to a 
pedestrian promenade with pavement, lighting, furniture, and a hand rail as required for public 
safety. The promenade will cross the boat ramp and connect to the existing MDP Promenade at 
the ferry dock; 

• Replacement of existing restroom facility with a new restroom facility during Smelter Site 
regrading; and 

• Development of underground power lines, utility service revisions, lighting, landscape 
planting, irrigation, and other Smelter Site amenities to support the above improvements. 

Peninsula Park Area (Tracts I and H) 

In addition to the improvements installed as part of remediation under the No Action Alternative, 
the following park improvements in this area are anticipated as part of all build alternatives: 

• Revised road access to the Tacoma Yacht Club as described in the PDR, including a new gate, 
fencing, and landscaping to separate the Yacht Club facilities from the park; 

• Site grading to create several large multi-use fields, additional pedestrian pathways, I landscaping, and lighting; 

I 
I 
I 

• Park comfort station, sized to meet normal anticipated level of use (300 to 450 people based on 
150 parking spaces); 

• Promenade enhancements including furniture, additional plantings, viewing areas, artworks, 
and interpretive graphics; 
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• Large terrace or other public events facility that includes several shelter buildings for 
programmed use; 

• Distinctive fountain, sculpture, or water feature; 

• Tower, elevated view point, or monument at the northern end of Tract H; 

• Children's play area; 

• Improvements to existing barge pier at the peninsula shoreline to allow public access; and 

• Utility services, lighting, landscape plantings, and other Smelter Site amenities to support the 
above improvements. 

Waterfront Portions of the Former Plant Site (Tracts A, B, C. D. E, F, and G) 

In addition to the improvements installed as part of remediation under the No Action Alternative, 
the following park improvements are anticipated in this area as part of all build alternatives: 

• Promenade enhancements, including furniture, additional plantings, viewing areas, artwork, 
and interpretive graphics; 

• Possible outdoor terrace on Park Tract A in association with adjacent private development; 

• Additional pathways, retaining walls, stairs, plantings, water features, furnishings, and 
equipment; 

• Shoreline treatments to enhance public access; 

• Park comfort station; 

• Park signs, interpretive graphics sculpture, artwork, and other decorative elements; and 

• Prominent sign, obelisk, sculpture, or other feature at the Roundabout and at the Peninsula 
turnaround. 

Upland Portions of the Former Plant Site (Tracts N, 0, P, Q, and R) 

Many of the upland open space tract areas (0, P, Q, and R) are intended to be planted and irrigated 
as part of the "green face" restoration described in the PDR and required by the EPA, and are 
therefore part of the No Action and all build alternatives. They would have little or no additional 
improvements beyond those described under the No Action Alternative. The former cooling pond 
site (Tract N) will be developed as part of environmental remediation as described in the No Action 
Alternative, and is not expected to receive significant additional development under the build 
alternatives. 

The Bennett Street Promontory (Tract 0), however, is likely to be developed as a community
oriented park with recreation uses under all build alternatives. Development most likely will be 
coordinated with redevelopment of the Ruston School property, and could include the closure of a 
portion of Bennett Street between N. 52nd and N. 53rd Streets. 

For purposes of evaluation in this DEIS, key features of park development under all build 
alternatives can be assumed to include the following: 
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• Open fields for informal field sports and passive recreation; 

• Enhanced Smelter Site features, such as additional plantings, walks and pavements, 
furnishings, small shelters or pavilions, park signs and interpretive graphics sculpture, and 
artwork; 

• Parking convenient to Park and/or Ruston School; 

• Lightweight open structure or pavilion for public use and events; and 

• Informal amphitheater, stage, or terrace for outdoor events of up to 400 people. 

Interpretive Programs and Historic Preservation 

Public interest has been identified for the provision of some type of interpretive information at the 
former smelter site describing the role of the Asarco Smelter in the history and development of the 
community, as well as the story of the environmental remediation. 

Salvaging and reusing the wood frame office building was suggested by several members of the 
community during the Asarco Weeks of 1994. Asarco has conducted a historic survey of the 
existing structure and has concluded that retention of the office building or other Smelter Site 
structures is not feasible considering the environmental remediation requirements. 

Asarco continues to maintain some historically significant exhibits at the existing Information 
Center, and is willing to consider participation with the other Stakeholders in an interpretive 
signage program when reuse planning is complete and other aspects of public access are designed. 

Development Intensity Estimates Used for All Build Alternatives 

To represent a wide range of development levels three estimates of development have been 
prepared for use with the alternatives in this DEIS. These estimates are presented in Tables 2-1, 
2-2, and 2-3 (see specific alternative descriptions below). Decision makers may use this DEIS to 
evaluate and adopt a final MDP that includes levels of intensity along this continuum of possible 
intensities. 

2.3.2 Alternative 2: Low-Intensity Alternative 
(see Figure 2-2, Build Alternative 2) 

The Low-Intensity Alternative reflects development beyond the No Action Alternative up to the 
concurrency threshold of the surrounding communities (i.e., where additional offsite transportation 
or infrastructure improvements would be required to proceed with additional development). This 
alternative includes improvements that would require additional state and local permits not required 
by the No Action Alternative, particularly the park tract developments (beyond the basic parks 
included as part of remediation) and the boat launch/parking lot improvements (Sections 5.3 and 
5.4 of the DA, respectively). Low-intensity development assumes all surface parking. For 
purposes of traffic analysis, buildout of the highest traffic generating use (office) is assumed to 
ensure that worst-case traffic impact is evaluated. In reality, a different mix of uses could occur. 
The development intensity for this alternative would be at a level below the capacity of existing 
roads, utilities, and infrastructure to provide services (i.e., no new infrastructure would be 
required). Initial examination of traffic requirements indicated that the existing Ruston Way is 
capable of supporting between 200,000 and 300,000 square feet of office/light industrial/ 
commercial uses. By applying a floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.15 to all potential development for this 
alternative, the result is approximately 241,200 square feet of floor area. 
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This alternative could include a mix of uses, including retail, office, light industrial, and office 
business park; both residential and heavy industrial uses are excluded from all build alternatives. 
Nonbuilding site uses such as outdoor storage or display also might occur. 

Table 2-1 summarizes the intensity of development analyzed under Alternative 2. 

TABLE 2-1: LOW-INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

Development 
Area 
W-1 
W-2 
C-1 
C-2 
U-1 
U-2 
U-3 

TOTAL ESTIMATED 

Site Area 
(sq. ft.) 
183,000 
290,400 
340,000 
350,000 
152,500 
139,600 
152,500 

Source: Merritt+Pardini, 1997. 

Estimated Floor Area 
Development 

(sq. ft.) 
27,443 
43,778 
50,965 
52,272 
22,869 
20,909 
22,869 

241,200 

2.3.3 Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity Alternative 
(see Figure 2-3, Build Alternative 3) 

Estimated Number of 
Parking Spaces @ 

3/1,000 sq. ft. of Floor 
Area 
82 

131 
153 
158 
69 
63 
69 

724 

Build Alternative 3 reflects development beyond the concurrency threshold for further 
development; therefore, offsite road improvements would be required (this alternative is consistent 
with the description for Development Scenario 2 in Part ID of the PDR). This alternative addresses 
most types of future development and was evaluated in detail in Part III of the PDR. This 
alternative includes improvements that would require additional state and local permits not required 
by the No Action Alternative, including the park tract developments and the boat launch/parking lot 
improvements described in Build Alternative 2. Medium-Intensity development assumes that a 
portion of parking would be located on decks or under the buildings. As with all build 
alternatives, for traffic analysis purposes, the office at this level of development has been evaluated 
to ensure that worst-case traffic impacts are assessed. Like Build Alternative 2, this alternative 
could include a mix of uses, including retail, office, light industrial, and office business park; both 
residential and heavy industrial uses are excluded from all build alternatives. 

FARs for this alternative would vary by site. For the Medium-Intensity Alternative, approximately 
991,500 square feet of floor area could be developed. 

Table 2-2 summarizes the intensity of development analyzed under Alternative 3. 
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2 Floors 
1.5 Levels Parking - 170 spaces---------~ 

3 Floors 
1 Level Parking - 120 spaces -'-------------~ 

2 Floors 
1 Level Parking 100 spaces ____ ___._.___,..,..__ 

2 Floors -----..L#.--\-'~~ 
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1 Level Parking 140 spaces 

2 Floors 

SOURCE: Merritt+ Pardini Sasaki Associates 
NOTE: Parking estimates are approximate 
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3 Floors 
1 Level Parking - 65 spaces 

2 Floors Waterfront 
2 Floors Above Parking 
1.5 Levels Parking - 160 spaces 

2 Floors Waterfront 
2 Floors Above Parking 
1.5 Levels Parking - 140 spaces 

2 Floors Waterfront 
2 Floors Above Parking 
1.5 Levels Parking - 155 spaces 

1 Floor Waterfront 
3 Floors 
1 Level Parking - 95 spaces 

1 Floor Waterfront 
3 Floors 
1 Level Parking - 80 spaces 

1 Floor Waterfront 
3 Floors 
1 Level Parking - 95 spaces 

2 Floors 
1.5 Levels Parking - 19 5 spaces 

2 Floors Waterfront 
2 Floors Above Parking 
1.5 Levels Parking - 150 spaces 
3 Floors 
1 Level Parking - 100 spaces 

4 Floors 

2 Floors 
2 Levels Parking - 225 spaces 

2 Floors Waterfront 
2 Floors Above Parking 
1.5 Levels Parking - 115 spaces 

4 Floors 

3 Floors 
1 Level Parking - 40 spaces 
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TABLE 2-2: MEDIUM-INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

Development 
Area 
W-1 
W-2 
C-1 
C-2 
U-1 
U-2 
U-3 

TOTAL ESTIMATED 

Site Area 
(sq. ft.) 
183,000 
290,400 
340,000 
350,000 
152,500 
139,600 
152,500 

Source: Merritt+Pardini, 1997. 

Estimated Floor Area 
Development 

(sq. ft.) 
133,600 
211,000 
242,400 
249,500 

53,300 
50,000 
51,700 

991,500 

2.3.4 Alternative 4: High-Intensity Alternative 
(see Figure 2-4, Build Alternative 4) 

Estimated Number of 
Parking Spaces 

401 
633 
729 
749 
160 
150 
155 

2,977 

The High-Intensity Alternative attempts to define a practical physical limit on development. FARs 
varying from 0.8 to 1.3 were generated through theoretical site planning studies that assume 
significant buildings and parking structures. Approximately 1,883,360 square feet of floor area 
are theoretically possible with this alternative. Additional state and local permits not required by 
the No Action Alternative would be required for development under this alternative. Some 
buildings might need to be more than four stories for this alternative to build out. This would 
introduce the need for specialized foundation systems. These specialized foundations could be 
composed of piling or caissons that penetrate the cap. Most parking would be in decked 
structures, either separate or incorporated, under the buildings. As with all build alternatives, for 
traffic analysis purposes, the highest traffic generating uses were evaluated to ensure that worst
case traffic impacts are assessed. This alternative could include a mix of uses, as with the other 
build alternatives. 

Table 2-3 summarizes the intensity of development analyzed under Alternative 4. 

TABLE 2-3: HIGH-INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

Development 
Area 
W-1 
W-2 
C-1 
C-2 
U-1 
U-2 
U-3 

Site Area-Based on PDR 
Site Plans 
(sq. ft.) 
183,000 
290,400 
340,000 
350,000 
152,500 
139,600 
152,500 

TOTAL ESTIMATED 

Source: Merritt+Pardini, 1997. 

Smelter Site EIS 
6941034.1 

Estimated Floor Area 
Development 

(sq. ft.) 
237,900 
377,520 
442,000 
455,000 
137,250 
111,680 
122,000 

1,883,360 

2-15 

Estimated Number of 
Parking Spaces @ 

3/1,000 sq. ft. 
of Floor Area 

714 
1,133 
1,326 
1,365 

412 
335 
366 

6,650 
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3 Floors 
1.5 Levels Parking - 180 spaces 

3 Floors 
1.5 Levels Parking - 170 spaces 

4 Floors 

4 Floors 
3 Level~ Parking - 300 spaces 

3 Floors 

2 Floors Adjacent to Parking 

SOURCE: Merritt + Pardini Sasaki Associates 
NOTE: Parking estimates are approximate 

0 100 

Approx. Scale in Feet 

SHAPIRO 
& A S SO C I ATES, I NC. 

., t' 0 

1 Floor Promenade Level 
1 Level Parking - 75 spaces 
4 Floors Above Parking 

5 Levels Parking - 550 spaces 
3 Floors Above Parking 

2 Floors Promenade Front 
2 Levels Parking Behind - 120 spaces 
3 Floors Above Base 

4 Levels Parking - 440 spaces 
5 Floors Above . 

1 Floor Promenade Level 
5 Floors Above 

5 Levels Parking - 550 spaces 
2 Floors Above · 

1 Floor Promenade Level 
5 Floors Above 

5 Levels Parking - 550 spaces 
2 Floors Above 

3 Floors 

1 Floor Promenade Level 
5 Floors Above 

5 Levels Parking - 525 spaces 
2 Floors Above 

1 Floor Ground Level 
5 Floors Above 

6 Levels Parking - 600 spaces 

1 Floor Ground Level 
4 Floors Above 

3 Floors Above 

FIGURE 2-4 

EIS ALTERNATIVE 4 
- HIGH INTENSITY 
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3. REQUIRED REGULATORY ACTIONS 

Redevelopment activities on and in the vicinity of the Smelter Site are governed by a number of 
sometimes overlapping jurisdictions. The Smelter Site regulatory environment consists of the 
following: 

• Compliance with federal hazardous waste site cleanup regulations; 

• Compliance with State hazardous waste site cleanup regulations; 

• Land use and environmental permits; and 

• Construction permits. 

Additional regulatory considerations relative to activities in the vicinity of the Smelter Site include 
coordination with EPA and Ecology concerning site contamination issues, natural resource 
protection and habitat rehabilitation, and possibly aquatic land lease. 

The purpose of this section is to catalogue and summarize the potentially applicable permitting and 
regulatory requirements for postremediation development. 

3.1 PERMITTING OVERVIEW 

Issuing permits, approvals, certifications, and licenses (hereinafter referred to as permits) for 
projects and activities is the method by which local, state, and federal agencies acknowledge 
compliance with the myriad of codes, laws, and regulations under their jurisdiction. Land use 
permits are required for development regulated by zoning, floodplain, or shoreline ordinances. 
Environmental permits are required to maintain existing water quality, air quality, or valuable 
habitat characteristics. Construction permits are required for projects altering site topography or 
building structures. A list of the permits that will potentially be required for development of the 
upland and nearshore areas on and adjacent to the Smelter Site, regardless of the level of 
development, is presented in Table 3-1. Also presented is the regulating agency, actions that 
would require the permit, estimated processing time to acquire the permit after the application has 
been submitted, and the life span of each permit once issued. 

It is the intention of the City and Town to adopt the Master Development Plan, and a consistent 
permitting process related to implementation would be developed. 

3.2 REQUIRED PERMITS 

The Low-, Medium-, and High-Intensity Alternatives are similar in that all have components that 
are located within shoreline zones, involve new building construction, have temporary or 
permanent site topography modification (beyond that which occurred during site remediation 
activities), have overwater and shoreline components (e.g., boat ramp expansion), have open 
space components already completed, and may affect fisheries habitat. All build alternatives would 
therefore have the same general permitting requirements. A discussion of each permit required and 
its relevance to the build alternatives is presented below. The Clean Water Act (CW A) Section 404 
Permit, the Rivers and Harbors Act Section 10, CW A Section 401 Water Quality Certification, 
Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) Consistency Certification, and the Hydraulic Project 
Approval are applicable only to postremediation activities in the nearshore and overwater areas. 
Remaining permits, approvals, and reviews could be applicable to upland activities as well as 
activities occurring overwater and in the nearshore area. It is assumed that permits would not be 
required under the No Action Alternative as all activities planned under this alternative would occur 
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TABLE 3-1: POTENTIAL PERMITS, CERTIFICATIONS, AND APPROVALS FOR SMELTER I 

SITE DEVELOPMENT 

I 
Permit, Certification, or Action Requiring Permit, Estimated 

Regulating Agenc:y AQQroval Certification, or AQQroval Processing Time Life s2an I Federal 

U.S. Army Corps of Section 404 Individual Discharge of dredged or 12 to 18 months Up to 3 years 
Engineers Permit fill material into waters of I the United States, which 

include wetlands, lakes, 
rivers, streams, tidelands, 

and subtidal marine I waters. 

U.S. Army Corps of Section 404 Nationwide Various. 30 days Up to 3 years 
Engineers Permits minimum I 

U.S. Army Corps of Section IO Permit Obstruction or alteration 12 to 18 months Typically 3 
Engineers of navigable waters of the years but can be 

I United States. up to IO years 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Endangered Species Act Application for a federal Variable Good for life of 
Service Review permit. permit that 

I required review 
Washington State 

Washington State Section 401 Water Quality Application for a federal 1 to 6 months Water Quality 

I Department of Ecology Certification/Coastal permit for an activity Cert. good for 
Zone Management Act resulting in discharges life of project, 

Consistency Certification into state waters. CZMACert. 
good for up to 5 

I years 

Washington State Temporary Modification Short-term activities that 45 to 60 days 1 year plus 
Department of Ecology of Water Quality Standards would affect water of annual review 

I Water Quality Standards 
quality criteria in surface 

waters of state. 

Washington State Section 402 NPDES Disturbing 5 or more acres 10 to 30 days Life of project, I Department of Ecology Baseline General Permit during construction. annual fee 
for Storm Water required 

Discharges Associated w/ 

I Construction Activities 

Washington State Section 402 NPDES Point source discharges of IO to 30 days Annual fee 
Department of Ecology Baseline General Permit · stormwater associated required 

I for Storm Water with industrial activity to 
Discharges Associated w/ surface waters of the state 

Industrial Activities of Washington and/or 
municipal storm sewers 

I 
I 
I 
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I TABLE 3-1 (continued): POTENTIAL PERMITS, CERTIFICATIONS, AND APPROVALS FOR 

SMELTER SITE DEVELOPMENT 

I 
Permit, Certification, or Action Requiring Permit, Estimated 

I 
Regulating Agency Approval Certification, or Approval Processing Time Life span 

Washington State Hydraulic Project Work waterward of the 30 to 45 days Up to 5 years 
Department of Approval Ordinary High Water mark 

I Fisheries and Wildlife or Mean Higher High 
Water that would use, 

divert, obstruct, or change 
the natural flow or bed of 

I any state waters. 

Washington State Aquatic Lands Lease Temporary, long-term, or 30 to 60 days Dependent of 
Department of Natural permanent use or terms of lease 

I Resources encumbrance of state-
owned aquatic land. 

City of Tacoma 

I City of Tacoma Shoreline Substantial Substantial development 3 to 5 months 5 years or longer 
Building and Land Use Development Permit proposed within if circumstances 

Services Division designated shorelines of warrant 
the state. 

I City of Tacoma Shoreline Conditional Substantial development 3 to 6 months 5 years (see 
Building and Land Use Use Permit proposed within WAC 173-27-

I 
Services Division designated shorelines of 090) 

the state that require Dept. 
of Ecology approval. 

I 
City of Tacoma Shoreline Variance Permit Substantial development 3 to 6 months 5 years 

Building and Land Use proposed within 
Services Division designated shorelines of 

the state that would require 

I 
a variance from specific 
bulk, dimensional, or 

performance standards in 
the Shoreline Master 

I 
Program. 

City of Tacoma Grading, Excavation, and Required for any land 2 to 8 weeks 6 months with 6 
Erosion Control Permit clearing, filling, and/or months 

I 
grading activities that extension to 
exceed 50 cubic yards. start work 

City of Tacoma Commercial Building Construction of any 8 weeks Renewable 

I 
Building and Land Use Permit commercial structure. 

Services Division 

Town of Ruston Shoreline Substantial Development within the Same Same 

I 
Development Permit shoreline zone of the 

Town of Ruston 

I 
I 

Smelter Site EIS 

I 
6941034.1 3-3 



TABLE 3-1 (continued): POTENTIAL PERMITS, CERTIFICATIONS, AND APPROVALS FOR 
SMELTER SITE DEVELOPMENT 

Regulating Agency 
Town of Ruston 

Town of Ruston 

Permit, Certification, or 
Approval 

Clearing and Grading 
Permit 

Commercial Building 
Permit 

Action Requiring Permit, 
Certification, or Approval 
Land clearing or grading 
activities that exceed _ 

cubic yards 

Construction of any 
commercial structure 

Source: Shapiro and Associates, Inc., 1997. 

Estimated 
Processing Time 

Usually 
processed within 

I month 

Usually 
processed within 

I month 

Life span 
Good for I year 
and is renewable 

Good for I year 
and is renewable 

Activities conducted under the Consent Decree must, however, be in compliance with the 
substantive requirements of all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of local, state, 
and federal laws and regulations. 

Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 1977; 33 USC 1251 et 
seq.) regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into U.S. waters, including wetlands (33 
CFR 320-330). The U.S. has delegated authority to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 
to administer Section 404 requirements through a permit process. Depending on the nature of the 
proposed project, proponents apply for an individual permit or coordinate with the Corps for 
confirmation that their projects comply with existing general permits. The EPA, USFWS, and 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) provide review and comment on Section 404 permit 
applications. Ecology reviews Section 404 permit applications to assess whether proposed 
projects comply with Section 401 of the Act. 

Section 404 permitting would be required for any work waterward of the extreme high tide line of 
the study area not included in remediation activities. Specific activities slated to occur under all 
build alternatives that would likely require coverage under Section 404 include removal of soils on 
the hillside near the boat launch to be used in the construction of the OCF, and expansion of the 
boat launch. 

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 

Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 prohibits obstruction or alteration of navigable 
U.S. waters without prior authorization from the Secretary of the Army. The Corps is responsible 
for reviewing proposed projects and issuing construction permits under this section of the Act. 
This review, if required, is typically concurrent with the CW A Section 404 review. 

Specific activities that would require a Section 10 permit are those associated with expansion of the 
boat ramp and floats. 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification 

Section 401 of the CW A requires that any applicant for a federal permit for activity involving 
construction or operation of facilities that may result in discharges into state waters, including the 
intertidal areas adjacent to the study area, provide the federal permitting agency with certification 
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from the state that any discharges will comply with Sections 301, 302, 303, 306, and 307 of the 
Act and with state water quality standards. Ecology administers the Section 401 certification 
process. 

Section 401 Water Quality Certification would be required for CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit 
applications. 

Coastal Zone Management Act Consistency Certification 

Activities and developments that occur within Washington's 15 coastal zone counties (Clallam, 
Grays Harbor, Island, Jefferson, King, Kitsap, Mason, Pacific, Pierce, San Juan, Skagit, 
Snohomish, Thurston, Wahkiakum, and Whatcom) that may affect coastal zone land uses, water 
uses, or natural resources must comply with the federal CZMA consistency requirements. Ecology 
administers the federal CZMA requirements through the Washington Coastal Zone Management 
Program. 

Before issuing a Section 404 individual permit, the Corps must receive certification from Ecology 
that a proposed activity (project) is consistent with the Washington Coastal Zone Management 
Program. This program includes the Washington State Shoreline Management Act, local 
government shoreline management programs approved under the Shoreline Management Act, 
SEPA, the CW A, and the Clean Air Act. Evidence of receipt of a Shoreline Substantial 
Development Permit from the City may be required to demonstrate consistency. Generally, an 
activity that is consistent with the City's Shoreline Management Program and has complied with 
SEPA will meet CZMA requirements, and the consistency certification is a routine procedural step 
in the permitting process. 

All development activities that would require a CW A Section 404/Section 10 permit from the Corps 
would need to receive CZMA consistency certification. 

Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) 

The purpose of the Washington Hydraulic Code is to protect fish life from damage by construction 
and other activities in all marine and fresh waters of the state. The code regulates work that would 
use, divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow or bed of any state waters. Proposed projects 
must obtain HPA from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife before commencement. 
Protection of fish life is the only ground upon which approval may be denied or conditioned 
(75.20.010 RCW). 

The Washington Hydraulic Code would apply to those activities (primarily construction-related) 
that would affect fisheries habitat. Boat ramp expansion and any work within the existing marina 
would likely require an HP A. 

Temporary Modification of Water Quality Standards 

Water quality criteria for surface waters of the State are codified in WAC 173-201a. Short-term 
activities that would affect these criteria are regulated through a Temporary Modification of Water 
Quality Standards approval process (90.48.120(2) RCW). In some cases, Ecology combines this 
approval process with the water quality certification process required under Section 401 of the 
federal CWA (see above). 

Actions that would require Temporary Modification of Water Quality Standards would include 
discharge of sediment-laden stormwater runoff from construction areas to Commencement Bay, 
disturbance of intertidal and subtidal sediments, pier and dock removal, placement of pilings, 
dredging for marina expansion, or to allow deep draft vessel access. 

Smelter Site EIS 
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Upland construction activities under all build alternatives have the potential to release sediment
laden stormwater runoff. This stormwater, however, could be contained onsite and treated to 
remove sediment before discharge to the waterway, thus removing the need for the Temporary 
Modification to Water Quality Standards. 

All build alternatives contain plans for intertidal and overwater activities associated with expansion 
of the boat ramp and placement of floats that could disturb intertidal and subtidal sediments 
requiring Temporary Modification to Water Quality Standards. 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

Section 402 of the CW A establishes the NPDES permit program for limiting, monitoring, and 
reporting discharges of pollutants from point sources to U.S. waters. Ecology administers the 
NPDES program for state, regional, and local facilities in Washington state. Ecology has 
developed general NPDES permits that cover groups of dischargers that have similar discharges, 
pollution control technology, and regulatory requirements. General permits applicable to activities 
that would occur as part of Asarco Tacoma Smelter Postremediation Development include 
expansion of the boat ramp and associated structures, stormwater discharges from commercial/light 
industrial sites, and stormwater discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems. These 
permits are described below. Individual permits, which cover waste discharge for specific 
facilities or for specific activities that are typically not stormwater related (e.g., manufacturing 
process waste discharge) or that are not covered under a general permit, may be required, as 
determined by Ecology, for site-specific uses. Individual NPDES permits are not addressed in this 
DEIS because site-specific uses have not been determined at the time of the writing of this DEIS. 

Baseline General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with 
Construction Activities 

Construction activities, including clearing, grading, and excavation, that disturb 5 or more acres 
require an NPDES permit under stormwater management rules. This general permit expires in 
November 2000. · 

Construction projects that have a footprint of 5 or more acres of land would require coverage under 
Ecology's Baseline General Permit for Storm Water Associated Discharges with Construction 
Activities. All build alternatives have component projects that would require this permit. Specific 
activities that would require this permit would be identified at a later design phase. 

Municipal Stormwater Discharge Permit 

Municipalities that have populations greater than 100,000 using storm sewer systems separate from 
their sanitary sewer system are required to submit a two-part NPDES stormwater permit 
application. Part One is intended to identify the source and character of stormwater discharges and 
document current stormwater systems and known water quality problems in receiving waters 
resulting from stormwater discharge. Part Two proposes a comprehensive program of control 
measures that control the discharge of pollutants identified under Part One. 

The City has submitted the application for the NPDES general stormwater permit covering separate 
storm sewer systems. Stormwater discharges originating from the Smelter Site would be 
discharged to the City's stormwater system and will be covered under this permit, once issued, 
assuming that onsite stormwater control measures are consistent with the conditions of the permit, 
including best management practices (BMPs). 
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Surface Mining Reclamation Permit 

The Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR) requires that a Reclamation Permit 
and Bond be obtained before surf ace mining that disturbs more than 3 acres or has a high wall that 
is greater than 30 feet and steeper than 45 degrees. To ensure that high quality reclamation is 
accomplished, DNR requires a reclamation plan that describes methods to preserve topsoil, restore 
stable slopes, blend final topography to surrounding topography, revegetate to include a mixture of 
ground cover and trees, and water and erosion control. The Surface Mining Reclamation Permit 
would be required for establishing a borrow area on the hillslope immediately west of the marina. 
Soil mined from this area would be used for the Onsite Containment Facility Cap. 

Shoreline Substantial Development Permit 

The Shoreline Management Act ( 1971) was adopted by the State as a tool to coordinate planning 
for the future of the state's shorelines. The Act provides for management of shorelines by 
planning for and fostering all reasonable and appropriate uses. This policy is designed to ensure 
development of shorelines in a manner that promotes and enhances the public interest. At the same 
time, preferred uses are those consistent with control of pollution and prevention of damage to the 
state's shorelines. The Act states, "permitted uses in the shorelines of the State shall be designed 
and conducted in a manner to minimize, insofar as practical, any resultant damage to the ecology 
and environment of the shoreline area and any interference with the public's use of the water" 
(90.58.020 RCW). 

The goals and policies of the Act are implemented at the local level through a jurisdiction's 
Shoreline Master Program (SMP). SMPs are reviewed and certified by Ecology, which oversees 
statewide implementation of the Act. The City's SMP is codified in Section 13.10 of the Tacoma 
Municipal Code. The Town's SMP is codified in Title 25 of the Ruston Municipal Code. The 
SMP for the City and Town are further discussed in Section 4.4, Consistency with Plans and 
Policies, of this DEIS. 

Critical Areas Review 

The City's Critical Areas Ordinance (Chapter 13.11 of the Tacoma Municipal Code) addresses 
regulation of a variety of issues including geologically-sensitive areas, fish and wildlife habitat, 
steep slopes, floodplains, and wetlands and stream corridors. These regulations are administered 
through other required City permits, particularly shoreline permits . 

The Town also has Critical Areas provisions that are codified in Title 25 of the Ruston Municipal 
Code. Ruston's Critical Areas Ordinance covers the landforms similar to those covered by 
Tacoma's ordinance and are administered by the Town's mayor. 

Critical areas on the Smelter Site include steep slopes and intertidal areas. Wetlands that will be 
affected by site remediation activities are briefly discussed in Section 4.5, Wetlands. 

Grading, Excavation, and Erosion Control Permit 

Chapter 70 of the 1991 Uniform Building Code (UBC) entitled Grading and Excavation, 
establishes regulations to control excavation, grading, and earthwork construction, including fills 
and embankments; establishes the administrative procedures for issuing permits; and provides for 
approval of plans and inspection of grading construction (Section 2.02.480 of the Official Code of 
Tacoma, July 21, 1992). Together with the City's ordinances for managing surface water 
drainage, these provisions regulate erosion control and surface water disposal. 

The Town codifies clearing and grading provisions in Title 12 of the Ruston Municipal Code and 
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erosion and sedimentation control in Title 25. Ruston's code requires plan review and approval by 
the Ruston Town Council before approval is granted for activities regulated under these 
provisions. 

Permits for grading and erosion control are required if 50 cubic yards of soil or more are moved or 
if any amount of soil or a significant amount of vegetation is moved within a critical area governed 
by Chapter 13 .11 of the Official Code of the City. 

Activities planned under all build alternatives would likely result in some modification of existing 
postremediation site topography requiring clearing, excavation, and erosion control permits. 
Receipt of a clearing and grading permit would require compliance with the Puget Sound 
Stormwater Management Manual. 1 

Commercial Building Permit 

The City, through its Building Code (Ordinance No. 25149), adopts the 1991 UBC and amends 
the UBC and the Washington State Building Code Council (WAC 51-20 and WAC 51-21). The 
City Building Code regulates the erection, construction, enlargement, alteration, repair, moving, 
removal, conversion, demolition, occupancy, equipment, use, height, area, and maintenance of 
building or structures in the City and provides for the issuance of permits. 

Through its Building Code, Title 12 of the Ruston Municipal Code, the Town adopts the 1994 
UBC. Ruston's Building Code also regulates all aspects of building construction and occupation 
and provides for the issuance of permits. 

Building permits would be required for building construction under all build alternatives. For 
building permits to be granted, the applicant would have to comply with all applicable laws, 
ordinances, regulations, and policies including the Washington State Energy Code Chapters 1-20 
and the ADA. 

3. 3 . ADDITIONAL REGULATORY CONDITIONS 

Natural Resource Protection and Habitat Rehabilitation 

Numerous federal, state, and city regulations and policies are designed to protect valuable natural 
resources, including critical habitat and economically and biologically important species. These 
policies include the Federal Endangered Species Act and CW A, the state Hydraulic Code Rules, 
and the City's Critical Areas Ordinance. As discussed in the Plants and Animals section of this 
DEIS, many commercially, recreationally, aesthetically, and biologically important species use the 
waters of Commencement Bay in the vicinity of the Smelter Site and nearby upland areas for part 
or all of their life span. Habitat located adjacent to the site, although impacted by industrial 
activities, provides forage and refuge for these species. Activities planned for nearshore areas and . 
overwater environments as part of the Smelter Site build alternatives, such as expansion of the boat 
ramp, pedestrian esplanades, and shoreline treatment, would affect the local habitat and species. 
Mitigation of habitat impacts would be required for any activities, such as shoreline treatment, 
placement or removal of pilings, and any dredging or excavations in the intertidal and subtidal 
environments, that disturb valuable habitat areas. 

The regulatory driver for this habitat mitigation primarily would be the CW A Section 404 
permitting process. Many agencies, including the USFWS, National Marine Fisheries Service, 
Ecology, Fish and Wildlife, the City, and the Town would have input into the decisions regarding 
what is allowed to occur in critical habitat areas, and the mitigation that would be required as a 
result of impacts to fish and wildlife habitat. 
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pemuttmg process. Many agencies, including the USFWS, National Marine Fisheries Service, 
Ecology, Fish and Wildlife, the City, and the Town would have input into the decisions regarding 
what is allowed to occur in critical habitat areas, and the mitigation that would be required as a 
result of impacts to fish and wildlife habitat. 

Aquatic Land Lease 

Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR) holds title or has statutory authority 
over aquatic lands, which include all state-owned tidelands, shorelands, harbor areas, and beds of 
navigable waters. The intertidal and subtidal areas in the vicinity of the boat launch are considered 
aquatic lands. Use of aquatic lands under DNR control requires receipt of Aquatic Use 
Authorization (Aquatic Lease). Modification to the boat ramp and ancillary facilities may require 
the receipt of aquatic land leases from the DNR. 

3.4 AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 

Coordination between the EPA, Ecology, the Town, the City, and site development proponents 
would be required in implementing any of the alternatives for the site. Specific coordination will 
be required to ensure that any proposed development is consistent with postremediation 
development standards, especially as they relate to any modification to site topography. This 
coordination would be necessary to ensure that the OCF, as well as the cap, onsite systems, and 
other remediation improvements, would not be disturbed by construction activities. 
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4. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATIONS 

This section analyzes the impacts of the alternatives on the elements of the environment. More 
details and full technical analyses are contained in the appendices. This DEIS section was prepared 
after the appendices. Therefore, where differences exist between this DEIS section and the 
appendices, this section supersedes the appendices. 

4.1 EARTH 

This section provides a summary of the Earth Technical Appendix, which contains a more detailed 
analysis. 

4.1.1 Background and Analysis Methodology 

The studies and other data referenced herein were originally assembled to direct and support the 
CERCLA Superfund Remediation of the Smelter Site. All previous studies, incorporated by 
reference into this DEIS, may be reviewed at the Town and at the Asarco Information Center. As 
described in Section 1, Project Description, and Section 2, Alternatives, the development 
considered in this DEIS represents the final step in restoring the Smelter Site to beneficial use. 
When the alternatives are ready for implementation, the Smelter Site will have been completely 
remediated and prepared for subsequent development to the extent selected from the available 
alternatives. To analyze impacts, each build alternative was compared to the condition following 
remediation (i.e., No Action Alternative). However, for background information some discussion 
of the Smelter Site conditions, possible impacts, and mitigation measures relating to the Remedial 
Action (RA) is included. The study area for the analyses in this section consists of the Smelter Site 
shown on Figure 1-2 in Section 1 of this DEIS. 

Extensive geologic and geotechnical data for the project area have been developed in the course of 
Smelter Site characterization for remediation. These are contained in the Remedial Investigation 
(RI) (Hydrometries, 1992) and other documents prepared to support Remedial Design/Remedial 
Action (RD/RA), as well as the other technical reports referred to in Section 4.3, Earth. Earthwork 
volumes have been developed during conceptual RD and formulation of the alternatives, and will 
be refined during the actual RD process. 

Seismic evaluation of the project area was performed in conjunction with preparation of reports for 
siting the OCF. These reports incorporate previous studies on subsurface conditions as well as 
original data from recent investigations. Laboratory testing was conducted to determine specific 
soil characteristics. Field investigation and testing will continue during RD. 

Groundwater conditions that affect the earth environment throughout the Smelter Site have been 
extensively studied and are the subject of ongoing investigation and monitoring. Groundwater as it 
relates to soil stability and strength is addressed in the OCF Interim Geotechnical Engineering 
Reports (Hydrometries, 1995b&c). 

The effects of surface water on Smelter Site soils are generally limited to soil areas exposed 
because of construction activity. Conventional methods and technology for the prevention and 
mitigation of erosion and sedimentation are presented as Best Management Practices (BMPs) in the 
Stormwater Management Manual for the Puget Sound Basin (Ecology, 1992). 

4.1.2 Affected Environment 

The environment affected by the alternatives is the Smelter Site as it will exist at the completion of 
RA. These conditions are described in Section 1, Project Description, of this DEIS. The build 
alternatives include enlarging the boat launch parking area. In addition, Alternatives 3 and 4 
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(medium- and high-intensity development) may require upgrading certain offsite infrastructure 
(primarily utilities) to support the higher intensity of development. Consequently, under the build 
alternatives, additional adjacent offsite areas may be affected by their implementation. However, 
except for the absence of the cap and hazardous materials in these areas, the earth environment will 
be essentially the same for each alternative discussed. 

Some of the soils remaining onsite after completion of RA will contain elevated metals 
concentrations. Consequently, a protective cap will be constructed over the entire Smelter Site as 
part of RA. The cap will in turn be covered with an engineered fill of clean soils. It is anticipated 
that all new Smelter Site infrastructure will be constructed in these clean surface soils, without 
disturbing the cap or the soils beneath. 

Topography 

Preremediation 

The general area topography consists of steep slopes extending from the hilly uplands down to 
Commencement Bay, producing bluffs along portions of the shoreline. Most of the Smelter Site 
reflects these features as modified by more than a century of industrial use, including an extensive 
slag fill that extends seaward from the original shoreline and upon which most of the smelter 
facility was constructed. Existing upland manmade topographical features include a car tunnel, 
railroad tunnel, benches for buildings and transportation routes, and a pond formerly used for 
cooling water storage (cooling pond). Marine shore areas also have been modified by several 
manmade features, including shore armoring, shipping docks, harbor breakwaters, slag from the 
smelter, and surface water/storm drain outfalls. A slag peninsula was constructed adjacent to the 
Smelter Site on the northwest, and functions as a breakwater for the Tacoma Yacht Club Marina 
and Municipal Parks District (MPD) boat launch facility. Elevations in the area range from sea 
level to approximately 250 feet above mean sea level (MSL). Pre-RA ( existing) topography of the 
Smelter Site and adjacent areas is shown in Figure 4.1-1, Preremediation Site Configuration. 

Postremediation 

The generalized Smelter Site topography will be largely retained through RA, modified only to the 
extent of accommodating the requirements of the selected alternative. Areas of soils containing 
unacceptably high concentrations of metals (source areas) will be excavated of these materials and 
replaced with clean soils to approximately existing contours before Smelter Site capping. Other 
anticipated earthwork includes grading, capping and backfilling the entire Smelter Site, the creation 
of the OCF, surface water detention ponds, building pads and roadbeds, and the enlargement of 
the boat launch parking area. · 

The proposed Smelter Site configuration and topography after RA is shown in Figure 4.1-2, 
Postremediation Site Configuration. 

Geology 

Preremediation Smelter Site geology is well characterized in the RI (Hydrometries, 1992) and the 
OCF Interim Geotechnical Engineering Reports (Hydrometries, 1995b&c) and their references. In 
summary, existing subsurface stratigraphy consists primarily of thick glacial sands, gravels and 
silts. 

Subsurface geology will not change because of RA. Generally, only the surface soils will be 
graded and capped. Existing subsurface conditions noted in the preceding paragraph can therefore 
be considered to be the baseline environment for comparison of the build alternatives. 
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Surface Soils 

This section describes the surface soils as they will be after remediation. For complete descriptions 
of preremediation soils, see Section 5 of the RI (Hydrometries, 1992). 

Existing conditions of surficial soils will change with RA. After removal of the soils with highly 
elevated metals concentrations, the remaining materials will be regraded. Subgrade backfill will 
then be imported and placed over much of the Smelter Site. A low permeability soil cap designed 
to protect the subsoils will be placed over the entire Smelter Site. This cap in tum will be covered 
with clean backfill to achieve final surface configuration and protection for the cap components. 
The affected surf ace soil environment for this comparison is therefore the engineered cover soil 
layer above the protective cap. 

Under the build alternatives, excavated materials from the boat launch parking area expansion will 
result in 250,000 to 450,000 cubic yards of clean soils that will be available for clean cover fill 
above the Smelter Site cap. 

Erosion Potential 

Erosion hazard to Smelter Site surface soils in their existing configuration is generally slight 
because of the protective surfaces that have been previously established. However, if disturbed, 
these soils could be subject to erosion to varying degrees, depending on the particular soil 
characteristics and the surface slope. Upon completion of RA, all surface soils will be paved, in 
lawn, or provided with erosion control plantings. Surf ace water runoff will be controlled to 
eliminate the potential for erosion damage. 

Seismic Conditions 

The Puget Sound region is a seismically-active area with numerous earthquakes occurring each 
year. Most of the earthquakes are small; however, several damaging earthquake events have been 
recorded, including the 1949 magnitude 7 .1 Olympia earthquake and the 1965 magnitude 6.5 
Tacoma earthquake. Large historic earthquakes appear to have relatively deep focal depths. 
However, several known or inferred faults at shallow depths exist that may be capable of 
generating significant earthquakes (Gower, et al., 1985). The nearest known active fault is about 
35 miles west of the Smelter Site (Gower, et al., 1985). 

A Smelter Site-specific seismic analysis is appended to the Bennett Street Promontory OCF Interim 
Geotechnical Engineering Report, Asarcb Tacoma Smelter Facility, and Slag Peninsula, Ruston, 
and Tacoma, Washington (Hydrometries, 1995b) . 

Earthquake-induced geologic factors that could affect the Smelter Site include faulting (abrupt 
differential movement of the ground), liquefaction (loss of soil support during and after an 
earthquake) and lateral spreading (lateral mass movements of soil). The potential for faulting is 
limited because the Smelter Site does not lie directly above any known fault in the area. 

Of the Smelter Site soils, the marine sediments along the shoreline and the weak alluvial deposits in 
the old cooling pond drainage are the most susceptible to liquefaction during a seismic event. Soil 
liquefaction can result in settlement of structures supported on shallow foundations or loss of 
vertical and lateral support to pile-supported structures overlying the liquefiable deposits. Design 
of both RD and RA Smelter Site plans have taken this into account by limiting construction in these 
areas. The OCF was relocated to another part of the Smelter Site for this reason. 

Lateral spreading is the potential for earthquake-induced horizontal movement of the ground, 
where liquefaction develops and the overlying soils move laterally, with the surface breaking up 
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and some portions sinking. These effects are much more pronounced when occurring adjacent to 
open slope areas, such as river banks and shorelines. Horizontal movements of the ground could 
damage surficial and shallow subsurface facilities should such movement exceed the structural 
design capabilities of the facility. 

A complete characterization of the tectonic and seismic conditions affecting the Smelter Site is 
contained in Section 2 of the OCF Interim Geotechnical Engineering Reports (Hydrometries, 
1995b&c ). This section also presents appropriate seismic design criteria and their justification. 

4.1.3 Impacts 

Many aspects of the existing Smelter Site earth environment will remain the same after RA, such as 
the geology, seismicity, deep groundwater characteristics, general topography, and the presence of 
elevated metals concentrations in subsurface soils. Although not subject to SEP A review, it is 
appropriate, therefore, to provide an overview of the RD/RA approach to impacts that may occur 
and the mitigative measures that would be performed under RA. Certain major design 
considerations identified in the Smelter Site characterization studies have already been addressed, 
such as the geotechnical siting criteria for the OCF. For example, the location originally selected 
for the OCF proved seismically questionable, and as a result was relocated to a more suitable part 
of the Smelter Site. The hazardous materials aspects of the Smelter Site have been thoroughly 
explored; consequently, RA will be designed to minimize impacts and mitigate those which remain. 
Certain other criteria have yet to be formalized, such as groundwater and surface water handling 
and treatment requirements. However, during RD, these issues will be resolved and their resulting 
impacts identified and mitigated. 

Common to the construction of most RA elements is extensive earthwork which, when coupled 
with the creation of a pad-ready Smelter Site configuration, will often result in topographic 
changes, erosion/siltation potential, and other impacts typical of large earthwork projects. These 
will be mitigated by conventional technology and BMPs recommended by Ecology for use within 
the Puget Sound Basin. The engineered finished surface configuration, stormwater facilities, 
erosion control planting, and other protective surface treatments, together with scheduled 
inspection and maintenance of these features will serve to prevent erosion and siltation. RD based 
on the results of the geotechnical investigations will prevent or mitigate impacts relating to slope 
stability, seismicity, consolidation/subsidence, bearing capacity, and the effects of shallo-.,v 
groundwater under all but catastrophic seismic occurrences. Therefore, at completion of RA, the 
affected environment will be a clean, stable Smelter Site and, under the development alternatives, 
ready for further development for beneficial use. 

Construction Impacts 

Alternative I: No Action 

The No Action Alternative assumes that the RA specified in the Consent Decree would have been 
performed, and the Smelter Site infrastructure and development needed to reach a pad-ready 
condition would already be in place; therefore, no construction impacts would be associated with 
the No Action Alternative. 

Under the No Action Alternative, basic park infrastructure and facilities would be provided during 
RA. The Park Tracts would undergo minimal development to provide basic park facilities, such as 
irrigated lawn areas, the Waterfront Promenade, sidewalks, the "Green Face" slope plantings, 
fencing, lighting, and parking. These facilities would already be in place under the No Action 
Alternative; therefore, no impacts would be associated with their construction. 
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Because they will be constructed concurrently with the other RA components, the protective cap 
and the OCF cover liner system would not be impacted by implementation of the No Action 
Alternative. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

For the development areas, the construction effort required under any of the build alternatives is 
considered to be only that which is necessary to complete each alternative on an already prepared 
(pad-ready) site. As noted, Smelter Site infrastructure and development features would already be 
in place under RA. As described in Section 2, Alternatives, the No Action and build alternatives 
differ only to the extent of intensity of development and requirements for configuration of the 
building pads, associated facilities, and Park improvements. Earthwork, utilities, and erosion 
control planting would already be complete. The only further disturbance to the earth would consist 
of minor excavation, grading, and construction of foundations, subsurface utilities, hookups for 
the buildings, and associated infrastructure development such as roadway widening. The Low
Intensity Alternative does not require improvement of any offsite infrastructure. Construction of 
the buildings and parking facilities themselves would temporarily create large surface areas of 
exposed soils, even though the earthwork volumes associated with this construction would be 
minor. The construction impacts of these facilities would be limited to erosion and sedimentation 
in areas of exposed soils. No groundwater dewatering is anticipated to be necessary to facilitate 
construction of the build alternatives. 

Concurrent with all build alternatives is the enlargement and improvement of the boat launch and 
associated parking area. Although conducted off the Smelter Site and not part of RA, this work is 
within the scope of this DEIS and is subject to permitting. As outlined above under Section 4.1-2, 
Affected Environment, up to approximately 450,000 cubic yards of clean soils would be excavated 
from this area and utilized as clean fill for certain components of Smelter Site remediation. While 
extensive in area and volume, this earthwork is conventional in nature and would pose no 
significant impacts to the earth environment. Improvements in this area would be limited to paved 
parking areas and the launching facility itself, including restrooms, pedestrian access, utilities and 
similar facilities, with no significant building development. Slope stability and the potential' for 
erosion from exposed areas during construction are therefore the only impacts of concern. 

As explained in Section 1, Project Description, and Section 2, Alternatives, the extent of 
infrastructure to be constructed during RA in the Park Tracts also differs between the No Action 
and the build alternatives. The facilities provided for the Park Tracts would be the same under all 
the build alternatives regardless of the intensity of development. These facilities are of the same 
nature as those constructed under No Action Alternative (i.e., primarily infrastructure), only 
expanded to include boat launch redevelopment, additional internal access routes and parking, 
restroom facilities, shelter buildings, enhanced utilities, etc. Construction impacts related to these 
facilities would be limited to erosion and sedimentation in areas of exposed soils. 

Special care must be taken to maintain the integrity of the protective cap and the OCF cover liner 
system during construction. Breaching these systems would result in exposure of the underlying 
soils, which contain elevated concentrations of metals, to wind and water erosion, contact with 
surface water, and to the introduction of surface waters into the groundwater via the breach. 

Geotechnical considerations, such as slope stability, bearing capacity, seismicity, and subsidence 
will have already been addressed in the pad-ready design for the RA. Development alternatives 
would be designed to be compatible with the specific geotechnical conditions found at each 
development area and Park Tract. 
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Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Alternative 3 construction impacts are the same as those described under Alternative 2, except that 
some offsite infrastructure (e.g., marginal or inadequate utilities) may have to be developed or 
improved to support the projected intensity of use. Impacts associated with this kind of 
construction are similar to those for onsite construction of the same type, chiefly erosion and 
sedimentation from temporarily exposed soil surfaces. The higher intensity of development will 
cause a greater amount of surf ace area to be disturbed during construction, possibly for a longer 
duration. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Alternative 4 construction impacts are the same as those described under Alternative 3, except that 
some buildings may need to exceed four stories to achieve the desired density of use. These 
buildings may in tum require specialized foundation systems that might involve piling or caissons 
that penetrate the cap. 

Operation Impacts (Direct and Indirect) 

Alternative 1: No Action 

As noted under Section 4.1-3, Impacts, Construction Impacts, all activities would take place under 
RA and, for this reason, no impacts would be associated with construction of the No Action 
Alternative. However, ongoing operation and maintenance of the facilities constructed during RA 
may result in minor impacts. 

Much of the Smelter Site infrastructure included in the No Action Alternative would be 
underground (e.g., utilities). The only surface features of these utilities would be their access and 
operating points, such as manholes, catchbasins, utility vaults, and valve boxes. The systems 
would be designed so that their actual operation and normal maintenance via these access points 
would result in no disruption or adverse effects to the adjacent ground. However, 
repair/replacement of these facilities could temporarily expose bare ground areas, which in turn 
could be subject to erosion. 

The remaining development area and Park Tract improvements under this alternative would consist 
of various treatments to the ground surface, such as roadways, drainage pathways, lawns, and 
vegetative plantings. Operation of such improvements is passive and would result in no negative 
effect on surrounding areas. Similarly, normal maintenance of such improvements would result in 
no adverse effects to adjacent areas. As outlined above, repair/replacement of these facilities could 
temporarily expose bare ground areas which in tum could be subject to erosion and risk breaching 
the protective cap or the OCF cover liner. 

Ground displacement because of catastrophic seismic disturbance may cause damage to both 
surface and underground facilities, including those that may lie beneath the cap. Major 
repair/replacement of these facilities would require excavation, with the consequent temporary 
exposure of bare soil areas, which may be subject to erosion. Neither the depth nor the extent of 
this type of excavation, however, is likely to affect slope stability or result in any other 
geotechnical impacts. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Operation of the facilities constructed under the Low-Intensity Alternative would largely be passive 
and are not associated with adverse impacts to the earth. 
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As with Alternative 1, normal routine maintenance of surface or subsurface facilities would not 
result in adverse impacts to the earth; however, repair/replacement of these facilities could 
temporarily expose bare ground areas, which may be subject to erosion and risk breaching the 
protective cap or the OCF cover liner. 

Implementation of any of the alternatives would add buildings, parking facilities, and a workday 
population of providers and consumers in the development areas. The Park Tracts also would 
experience a greater level of amenity development, including minor buildings, parking, and 
developed recreational facilities, which in tum will attract a greater number of users. The 
combination would result in a population density similar to comparable developments in the area. 
Despite this level of usage, operation of these additional facilities is not expected to pose any 
corresponding additional impacts to the earth. The more intensive development alternatives 
incorporate more area of impermeable and protective ground cover and provide more sophisticated 
surface runoff controls, which are expected to result in less disruption to surficial soils and reduce 
risk to the protective Smelter Site cap than if left in an undeveloped state. 

A more intensive level and frequency of maintenance and repair effort would be required, 
however, because of the greater complexity of the facilities and their higher intensity of use. 
Rather than increasing the potential for impacting the earth environment, this increased maintenance 
activity would likely provide a higher level of protectiveness by requiring more frequent Smelter 
Site inspections and increased awareness by maintenance personnel. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Alternative 3 operation impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Alternative 4 operation impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2 . 

Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not result in any cumulative impacts to the 
earth. RD resolves many disparate considerations and components of Smelter Site work into one 
carefully integrated whole so that the effects of one component are balanced against the effects of 
another. No cumulative impacts would result. RA would be performed in a sequenced, orderly 
process which would have the least and shortest duration of construction impact possible, and 
leave the Smelter Site in a permanently stable condition. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Alternative 2 cumulative impacts are the same as those described under Alternative 1. The build 
alternatives build on the foundation established during RD/RA. The development features 
advanced in the alternatives would be designed and constructed to be fully compatible with the pad
ready conditions determined during RD; therefore, no cumulative impacts would result from their 
implementation. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Alternative 3 cumulative impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 
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Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Alternative 4 cumulative impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

4.1.4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

Alternative 1: No Action 

No mitigation measures would be required under the No Action Alternative. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Because Smelter Site infrastructure and development features would already be in place as part of 
RA, earthwork would be essentially complete. As noted above under Construction Impacts, 
except for the boat launch parking area enlargement, the only further disturbance to the earth 
considered herein would consist of minor excavation, grading, and construction of foundations 
and subsurface utilities hookups for the buildings, parking areas, and associated amenities. The 
po!;ential for erosion because of temporary excavations that may be required for construction can be 
mitigated by use of conventional construction erosion control practices and technology. These 
include the applicable erosion and sedimentation control BMPs recommended by Ecology for use 
within the Puget Sound Basin, followed by construction of the permanent protective surf ace per 
design. 

The enlargement and improvement of the boat launch and its parking area would result in the 
excavation of up to approximately 450,000 cubic yards of clean soils from this area, which would 
be utilized as clean fill for certain components of Smelter Site remediation. As stated above under 
Construction Impacts, while this earthwork would be extensive in area and volume, it is 
conventional in nature and would pose no significant impacts to the earth environment. Slope 
stability and the potential for erosion from exposed areas during construction are the principal 
concerns. Any impact relating to slope stability would be mitigated during the RD process. 
Geotechnical data developed specifically for these subsurface soils would be incorporated into the 
design of slopes, excavations and embankments. The potential for erosion because of temporary 
excavations that may be required for construction can be mitigated by use of conventional 
construction erosion control practices and technology. As with onsite work of the same nature, 
these methods would consist of the applicable erosion and sedimentation control BMPs 
recommended by Ecology for use within the Puget Sound Basin followed by construction of the 
permanent protective surface per design. 

Risk to the integrity of the protective cap and the OCF cover liner system because of excavation 
could be mitigated or eliminated by training excavation personnel to use extreme care and 
watchfulness in excavation when in the proximity of these features. The adoption of Standard 
Operating Procedures designed to provide guidelines for work near or penetrating the cap would 
protect the cap, the environment, and the workers themselves. 

Another mitigation is the provision of a physical barrier or warning layer to alert excavation 
personnel to the proximity of the cap to avoid accidental breaching. The first component of the 
protective cap to be encountered in digging would be a geotextile fabric with 0.5-foot drain rock 
below, which lies on the low permeability soil liner itself. The geotextile and the drain rock 
features would serve as a "warning layer" when encountered. Placement of a warning layer 
immediately above is a common and practical method of protecting buried facilities. Similarly, the 
OCF cover liner system has a geotextile fabric above either drain rock or a geonet drainage 
product. These in turn lie atop a composite low permeability layer made up of a plastic 
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geomembrane and a low permeability soil layer. The geotextile fabric would function as the 
warning layer. 

Geotechnical considerations, such as slope stability, bearing capacity, seismicity, and subsidence 
would have already been addressed in the pad-ready design for the RA and appropriately remedied 
if necessary. Design of development facilities would incorporate these same considerations in 
order to preclude and/or mitigate any negative impacts from their construction. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Alternative 3 construction mitigation measures are the same as those described under Alternative 2. 
Erosion and sedimentation mitigation for construction of any necessary off site infrastructure 
improvements would be identical to those identified for their onsite counterparts. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Alternative 4 construction mitigation measures are the same as those described under Alternative 3. 

Operation 

All Alternatives 

No mitigative measures are required for operation and routine maintenance of surface or subsurface 
facilities. The potential for erosion because of temporary excavations that may be required for 
major repairs can be mitigated by use of conventional construction erosion control practices and 
technology. These include the applicable erosion and sedimentation control BMPs recommended 
by Ecology for use within the Puget Sound Basin, followed by reconstruction of the permanent 
protective surface that was disturbed. Excavation damage to the protective cap and OCF cover 
liner system would be prevented by the measures listed in Section 4.1-4, Mitigation Measures, 
Construction. 

Cumulative 

All Alternatives 

Because no cumulative impacts are associated with any of the alternatives, no mitigation measures 
would be necessary. 

4.1.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

No significant adverse impacts related to earth resources would occur that cannot be mitigated by 
means of conventional methods and technology. 

4.2 AIR QUALITY 

This section summarizes the Air Quality Technical Appendix of this DEIS, which is more detailed 
and includes a full analysis methodology. 

4.2.1 Background and Analysis Methodology 

Background Information 

Air quality in the study area is regulated by the EPA, Ecology, and the Puget Sound Air Pollution 
Control Agency (PSAPCA). PSAPCA has local authority for regulation and permitting of 
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stationary sources and construction emissions. Ecology regulates mobile sources. The EPA sets 
standards and has oversight authority over PSAPCA and Ecology. 

The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are concentrations that are not to be 
exceeded more than once per year by ambient pollutant concentrations that are averaged over a 
defined time interval. The NAAQS for carbon monoxide (CO) are 35 parts per million (ppm) 
averaged over one hour and 9 ppm averaged over eight hours. For particulates less than I 0 
micrometers in size (PMIO), the NAAQS are 150 ug/m3 averaged over 24 hours and 50 ug/m3 
averaged over the entire year. For ozone, the NAAQS is 0.12 ppm averaged over one hour. The 
eight-hour CO standard of 9 ppm is the standard most likely to be exceeded as the result of projects 
in the area because it is the standard for which automobile emissions have historically caused the 
greatest number of exceedences in the Puget Sound region (Carr, 1995). 

Nonattainment areas are geographical regions in which air pollutant concentrations exceed the 
NAAQS for a pollutant. Maintenance areas are regions that have recently attained compliance with 
the NAAQS; these areas are subject to emissions controls to ensure that the areas continue to be 
within attainment. The metropolitan area that reaches from Everett to Tacoma is a maintenance area 
for CO. For ozone, King, Pierce, and parts of Snohomish and Kitsap Counties are classified as a 
maintenance area. The study area lies within the CO and ozone maintenance areas. 

The Puget Sound region is now operating under an Air Quality Maintenance Plan (AQMP) 
mandated by the 1990 Amendments to the Clean Air Act. Some measures included in the current 
AQMP are an Inspection and Maintenance (l&M) program and restrictions on new roadway 
construction. 

CO is a colorless, odorless, and poisonous gas that reduces the oxygen-carrying capability of the 
blood by displacing oxygen in hemoglobin. CO aggravates pre-existing cardiovascular diseases, 
increases the risk of heart disease in healthy individuals, and can slow reflexes, weaken judgment, 
and impair perception. The major source of CO is vehicular traffic, along with industry, wood 
stoves, and slash bums. For cities in the Puget Sound area, motor vehicles are the principal 
sources of CO that cause ambient levels to exceed the NAAQS. 

Ozone is a highly toxic form of oxygen and is a major component of the complex chemical mixture 
that forms photochemical smog. Ozone is not produced directly, but is formed by a reaction 
between sunlight, nitrogen oxides (NOx), and hydrocarbons (HC). Ozone is primarily a product 
of regional vehicular traffic, point source, and fugitive emissions of the ozone precursors. Ozone 
irritates the eyes and respiratory tract and increases the risk of respiratory and heart diseases. 
Ozone reduces the lung function of healthy people during exercise and damages crops, trees, paint, 
fabric, and synthetic rubber products. The severity of the health effects are related to both the dose 
and duration of exposure (National Research Council, 1992). Photochemical smog also reduces 
visibility, and is responsible for summertime haze in the Puget Sound region. 

In the Puget Sound area, the highest ozone concentrations occur from mid-May until mid
September, when urban emissions are trapped by temperature inversions followed by intense 
sunlight and high temperatures. Maximum ozone levels generally occur between noon and early 
evening at locations several miles downwind from the sources, after NOx and HC have had time to 
mix and react under sunlight. Light, northerly winds arising during these conditions result in high 
ozone concentrations near the foothills of Mount Rainier, to the south and southeast of major cities. 

Particulate matter includes small particles of dust, soot, and organic matter suspended in the 
atmosphere. Particulates less than 100 micrometers in diameter are measured as Total Suspended 
Particulates (TSP). PM IO particles are a component of TSP. The smaller PM IO particles can be 
inhaled deeply into the lungs, potentially leading to respiratory diseases and cancer. Particulate 
matter may carry absorbed toxic substances, and the particle itself may be inherently toxic . 
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Particulate matter can affect visibility, plant growth, and building materials. Sources of particulates 
include motor vehicles, industrial boilers, wood stoves, open burning, dust from roads, and 
construction activities. Most vehicular emissions are in the PMlO-size range. High PMIO 
concentrations occur in fall and winter during periods of air stagnation and high use of wood for 
heat. 

Methodology 

CO concentrations in areas that would be affected by traffic from the development alternatives were 
modeled to assess the impact of the project on local air quality. CO is the pollutant most likely to 
exceed the NAAQS as a direct result of local automobile traffic. Local CO concentrations from 
vehicular traffic were predicted for existing 1996 conditions and for each of the alternatives in the 
design year (2000). 

Ozone precursor levels were not modeled because the project area would not regionally generate a 
substantial volume of additional traffic on a regional scale under the various development 
alternatives; therefore, a significant increase in ozone precursors would not occur. 

The EPA has yet to recommend any models or procedures to accurately measure PMIO 
concentrations along individual roadways; therefore, PMlO concentrations have not been modeled. 
PM 10 concentrations during construction were estimated from emission values obtained from the 
EPA document titled AP-42. Particulate emissions from transportation projects are best controlled 
by mitigation measures during construction (Section 4.2-4, Mitigation Measures). 

Four intersections were modeled for CO impacts under existing conditions and for each of the 
alternatives. These intersections were selected based on their increased likelihood to be affected by 
the proposed alternatives, traffic volume, and level of service. The following intersections are 
modeled: Pearl and North 51 st Streets, Pearl and North 21st Streets, Pearl Street and SR-16 
eastbound ramps, and Pearl Street and SR-16 westbound ramps (Figure 4.2-1, Intersections 
Evaluated for Air Quality Impacts). The interchange between SR-16 and Jackson Avenue was not 
modeled because traffic volumes would not be appreciably affected at that location by any of the 
alternatives. 

To predict CO concentrations, emission factors were calculated with the Mobile Source Emission 
Factor Model (MOBILE5a). CO concentrations at individual intersections were predicted using the 
CAL3QHC2 line-source dispersion model. Only the highest concentration for each alternative at 
each intersection was reported. The modeling assumptions were consistent with those set forth in 
the Project Level Air Quality Analysis Guidebook (PSRC, 1995). 

4.2.2 Affected Environment 

Existing Conditions 

Worst-case CO impacts for the winter of 1996-1997 were modeled at the four intersections 
evaluated for the alternatives. Oxygenated fuel was not in use in the Puget Sound region at that 
time. Similar modeling assumptions and methodology were used for the base year ( 1996) analysis 
so that the results could be compared to those predicted for the design year (2010). The maximum 
modeled 1996 eight-hour CO concentrations in the project area ranged between 6.4 and 10.1 ppm 
(Table 4.2-1). 
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TABLE 4.2-1: WORST-CASE EIGHT-HOUR CO CONCENTRATIONS 

Alternative 

Pearl and 
North 51st 

Streets 

1996 Existing Conditions 6.4 
2010 Alt. 1: No Action 4.8 
2010 Alt. 2: Low-Intensity 4.7 
2010 Alt. 3: Medium-Intensity 5.3 
2010 Alt. 4: High-Intensity 5.6 

Notes: The eight-hour NAAQS for CO is 9 ppm. 

Source: Shapiro and Associates, Inc., 1997. 

Intersection 

Pearl Street and Pearl Street and 

Pearl and 
North 21st 

Streets 

SR-16 SR-16 
Westbound Eastbound 

Ramp Ramp 

10.1 7.4 9.0 
8.5 6.0 7.3 
8.5 6.4 7.5 
8.8 6.8 7.5 
9.0 6.9 9.0 

TABLE 4.2-2: WORST-CASE ONE-HOUR CO CONCENTRATIONS 

Alternative 

1996 Existing Conditions 
2010 Alt. 1: No Action 
2010 Alt. 2: Low-Intensity 
2010 Alt. 3: Medium-Intensity 
2010 Alt. 4: High-Intensity 

Pearl and 
N. 51st 
Streets 

9.1 

6.9 
6.7 
7.5 
8.0 

Notes: The one-hour NAAQS for CO is 35 ppm. 

Source: Shapiro and Associates, Inc., 1997. 
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Intersection 

Pearl and 
N. 21st 
Streets 

14.4 

12.1 
12.1 
12.6 
12.9 

Pearl Street and 
SR-16 

Westbound 
Ramp 

10.6 

8.5 
9.2 
9.7 
9.9 

Pearl Street and 
SR-16 

Eastbound 
Ramp 

12.9 

10.4 
10.7 
10.7 
12.9 
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4.2.3 Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur beyond the pad-ready 
configuration; therefore, no additional air quality impacts would occur. Impacts related to 
achieving the pad-ready configuration are defined by the Consent Decree and DA. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

A variety of construction activities, if not properly mitigated, would temporarily generate PMIO, 
NOx, and CO. Fugitive dust would escape from the construction site and from soil blown from 
uncovered trucks carrying material to and from the Smelter Site. Vehicles leaving the Smelter Site 
would deposit mud on public streets, which would become a source of dust when dry. CO and 
NOx would be emitted from construction equipment in small amounts relative to other mobile 
sources within the area. No available and acceptable model is available to predict air pollutant 
concentrations during construction. 

PMIO emissions would be associated with ground excavation, cut-and-fill operations, and 
construction of buildings. Excavation and cut-and-fill operations would be limited under the 
alternatives because the sites would have already been prepared during remediation and 
development to pad-ready conditions. PMlO emissions would vary from day to day depending on 
level of activity, specific operations, and weather conditions. 

The quantity of particulate emissions would be proportionate to the area of the construction 
operations and the level of activity. Based upon field measurements, an approximate upper limit 
emission factor for construction operations would be 1.2 tons per acre of construction per month 
of activity (U.S. EPA, 1985). Actual dust emissions are expected to be lower than 1.2 tons per 
acre per month. Any net increase in PMlO emissions would be temporary in duration. 

In addition to PMlO emissions, heavy trucks and construction equipment powered by gasoline 
engines would generate CO and NOx in exhaust emissions. If construction traffic were to reduce 
the speed of other vehicles in the area, emissions from traffic would increase slightly while those 
vehicles would be delayed. The emissions of CO and NOx would be temporary, limited to the 
immediate area surrounding the construction site, and likely contribute a small amount compared to 
automobile traffic in the project area. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Construction impacts on air quality for the Medium-Intensity Alternative would be similar to those 
for the Low-Intensity Alternative. Because more of the study area would be developed, the area 
disturbed by construction would be increased, resulting in an increase in dust emissions relative to 
Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Construction impacts on air quality for the High-Intensity Alternative would be similar to those for 
the other build alternatives. Because more of the study area would be developed under the High
Intensity Alternative than under the other alternatives, the area disturbed by construction would be 
greatest under this alternative, resulting in the greatest dust emissions. 
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Operation Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Worst-case CO impacts for 2010 were predicted at the four intersections evaluated for all of the 
alternatives. The No Action Alternative values provide a baseline for comparison of impacts from 
the build alternatives. The maximum predicted 2010 No Action Alternative eight-hour CO 
concentrations in the project area ranged between 4.8 and 8.5 ppm (see Table 4.2-1 ). None of the 
intersections were predicted to exceed the eight-hour NAAQS for CO of 9 ppm under worst-case 
traffic and meteorology conditions. The maximum predicted 2010 No Action Alternative one-hour 
CO concentrations in the project area ranged between 6.9 and 12.1 ppm (see Table 4.2-2). None 
of the intersections were predicted to exceed the one-hour NAAQS for CO of 35 ppm. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Under the Low-Intensity Alternative, CO concentrations would be similar to the No Action 
Alternative. The worst-case eight-hour average CO concentration would range from 4.7 to 8.5 
ppm (see Table 4.2-1). No predicted exceedence was found in either the eight-hour NAAQS of 9 
ppm or the one-hour NAAQS of 35 ppm. The highest predicted eight-hour CO concentration of 
8.5 ppm was predicted at the intersection of Pearl and North 21st Streets. The CO concentration 
at the SR-16 interchange would be slightly higher than under the No Action Alternative because 
additional traffic would be accessing the study area from that interchange. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Under Alternative 3, CO concentrations would be slightly higher than the No Action Alternative; 
however, no predicted exceedence was found in either the eight-hour NAAQS of 9 ppm or the one
hour NAAQS of 35 ppm. The worst-case eight-hour average CO concentration would range from 
5.3 to 8.8 ppm (see Table 4.2-1). The highest predicted eight-hour CO concentration of 8.8 ppm 
was predicted at the intersection of Pearl and North 21st Streets. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Under the High-Intensity Alternative, CO concentrations were predicted to be slightly higher than 
under the other alternatives; however, no predicted exceedence was found in either the eight-hour 
NAAQS of 9 ppm or the one-hour NAAQS of 35 ppm. The worst-case eight-hour average CO 
concentration would range from 5.6 to 9.0 ppm (see Table 4.2-1). The highest predicted eight
hour CO concentration of 9.0 ppm was predicted at the intersection of Pearl and North 21st 
Streets. It should be noted that equaling the standard is not an exceedence of the standard. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The Air Quality analysis included baseline traffic emissions; therefore, cumulative impacts have 
previously been accounted for in the Air Quality analysis. 

4.2.4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

Alternative I: No Action 

Because there would be no construction associated beyond pad-ready under this alternative, no 
mitigation would be required. 
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All Build Alternatives 

Particulate emissions in the form of fugitive dust during construction activities are regulated by 
PSAPCA. Any emission of fugitive dust requires best available control technology (PSAPCA 
Rule 1, Section 9.15). Fugitive dust from construction activities shall not be injurious to human 
health, plants and animals, or property, and shall not unreasonably interfere with the enjoyment of 
life and property. A person may not operate a vehicle that deposits particulate matter on a paved, 
public highway (PSAPCA Rule 1, Section 9.15). 

During the construction phase of the project, many opportunities would exist for pollution 
minimization. Construction impacts would be reduced by incorporating mitigation measures into 
construction specifications for the project. Mitigation measures to control PMIO, deposition of 
particulate matter, and emissions of CO and NOx during construction would include the following: 

• Spraying exposed soil with water would reduce emissions of PM 10 and deposition of 
particulate matter. 

• Covering all trucks transporting materials would substantially reduce particulates blowing off 
of trucks during transportation. Wetting materials in trucks or providing adequate freeboard 
(space from the top of the material to the top of the truck) would reduce PMIO and deposition 
of particulates during transportation. 

• Providing wheel washers to remove particulate matter that would otherwise be carried offsite 
by vehicles would decrease deposition of particulate matter on area roadways. 

• Removing particulate matter deposited on paved, public roads would reduce mud on area 
roadways. 

• Routing and scheduling construction trucks to reduce delays to traffic during peak travel times 
would reduce secondary air quality impacts caused by reduction of traffic speeds while waiting 
for construction trucks. 

• Requiring appropriate emission control devices on all construction equipment powered by 
gasoline or diesel fuel would reduce NOx and CO emissions in vehicular exhaust. Using 
relatively new, well-maintained equipment would reduce NOx and CO emissions. 

• Planting of vegetative cover as soon as possible after grading activities in planting strips would 
reduce windblown particulates. 

• Paving parking areas as soon as possible after grading would reduce fugitive dust caused by 
motor vehicles. 

Operation 

Alternative 1: No Action 

No mitigation would be required. 

All Build Alternatives 

Traffic mitigation at the intersection of Pearl and North 51 st Streets is assumed under Alternative 4 
in this analysis. The assumed mitigation consists of the addition of a westbound left tum lane at 
the intersection, and is consistent with the mitigation evaluated in the traffic report. Additional 
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mitigation during operation is not required under the build alternatives because they would create 
no significant air quality impacts. 

Any measures to reduce transportation impacts that reduce traffic volumes and congestion thereby 
reducing pollutant emissions would further reduce pollutant concentrations. Adoption of the use of 
reformulated gasoline, reintroduction of oxygenated fuel, and an improved I & M program, such 
as the proposed IM 240 program, by Ecology and PSAPCA would result in lower vehicle 
emissions. 

4.2.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts are expected to occur for air quality under any of the 
alternatives because the NAAQS are not predicted to be exceeded under any of the alternatives. 

4.3 WATER 

This section provides a summary of the Water Technical Appendix, which contains a more detailed 
analysis. 

4.3.1 Background and Analysis Methodology 

This section provides a summary of the methods and sources used to determine the potential 
impacts of the alternatives on the water environment. The studies and other data referenced herein 
were originally assembled to direct and support the CERCLA Superfund Remediation of the 
Smelter Site. As described in Section 1, Project Description, and Section 2, Alternatives, the 
development considered below represents the final step in restoring the Smelter Site to beneficial 
use. When the alternatives are ready for implementation, the Smelter Site will have been 
completely remediated and prepared for subsequent development to the extent selected from the 
available alternatives. To analyze impacts, each build alternative was compared to the conditions 
following remediation (i.e., No Action Alternative). However, for background information, some 
discussion of the Smelter Site conditions, possible impacts, and mitigation measures relating to the 
RA are included. The study area for the analyses in this section consists of the Smelter Site shown 
in Section 1, Figure 1-2, of this DEIS. 

Extensive surface water and groundwater data for the project area have been developed in the 
course of Smelter Site characterization for remediation. Pre-RA conditions are contained in the 
Remedial Investigation (RI) (Hydrometries, 1992) and other documents prepared to support 
RD/RA. 

The existing conditions for impact analysis consist of sites that are pad-ready for building 
construction. The existing conditions will be the result of remediation of the previous environment 
of the Smelter Site. The Smelter Site will be complete with roads, utilities, surface water collection 
and detention, a multi-layered, low permeability cap, and ready to accept buildings. 

As a result of the RAs, the sanitary sewer and potable water utilities will be in pad-ready condition, 
which means they will be ready to be connected to facilities requiring their service. Onsite sanitary 
sewer and potable water utilities will be sized with sufficient capacities to meet demands. 

Potential groundwater infiltration will be inhibited by the cap. Groundwater impacts will be limited 
to areas beneath the cap that may be affected by a breached cap condition during construction or 
operations. 

Surf ace water will be collected and routed through detention basins. The collected water will 
include onsite runoff and surface water from specific off site areas. These off site areas are located 
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to the southwest of the Smelter Site and were previously discharged to Commencement Bay by 
outfalls through the former Asarco plant site. 

4.3.2 Affected Environment 

The environment affected by the alternatives is the Smelter Site as it will exist at the completion of 
RA. These conditions are described in Section 1 and Section 2 of this DEIS. Alternative 3: 
Medium-Intensity, and Alternative 4: High-Intensity, may require upgrading certain offsite 
infrastructure (primarily utilities) to support the higher intensity of development and, as a result, 
the affected offsite area may be larger under these build alternatives. However, the water 
environment will be essentially the same for each alternative discussed. 

Some of the soils remaining onsite after completion of RA will contain elevated metals and arsenic 
concentrations. These soils will be physically separated from surface activities and surface water 
by means of a low permeability, multi-component protective cap, which will be constructed over 
the entire Smelter Site as part of RA. The cap will in tum be covered with an engineered fill of 
clean soils. New Smelter Site infrastructure will be constructed in these clean surface soils without 
disturbing the cap or soils beneath the cap. 

Climate 

Proximity to the Pacific Ocean moderates temperatures in the study area. Winter temperatures 
generally remain above freezing and summer temperatures generally remain below 80 degrees 

-- Fahrenheit (F). Average annual temperature ranges between 40 and 60 degrees F. The 
predominant factors in the study area climate are the air moving in from the Pacific Ocean to the 
west and the effect on that air from high mountain ranges to the northwest and to the east (Olympic 
and Cascade Mountains, respectively). Annual precipitation in the Tacoma area is about 38 inches, 
with 30 inches falling in the October through March period. July is the driest month and December 
the wettest. Rainfall provides nearly all the precipitation, and evapotranspiration in this area is 
about 10 inches per year (Black and Veatch, 1988b), RI (Hydrometries, 1992). 

Topography 

Preremediation 

The general area topography consists of steep slopes extending from the hilly uplands down to 
Commencement Bay, producing bluffs along portions of the shoreline. Most of the Smelter Site 
reflects these features as modified by more than a century of industrial use, including an extensive 
slag fill that extends seaward from the original shoreline and upon which most of the smelter 
facility was constructed. Existing upland manmade topographical features include a car tunnel, 
railroad tunnel, benches for buildings and transportation routes, and a pond formerly used for 
cooling water storage ( cooling pond). Marine shore areas have been modified by several manmade 
features, including shore armoring, shipping docks, harbor breakwaters, slag from the smelter, 
and surface water/storm drain outfalls. A slag peninsula was constructed adjacent to the Smelter 
Site on the northwest, and functions as a breakwater for the Tacoma Yacht Club Marina and 
Municipal Parks District (MPD) boat launch facility. Elevations in the area range from sea level to 
approximately 250 feet above MSL. The Smelter Site consists of an 80-acre former smelter site and 
23-acre slag peninsula, totaling 103 acres. 

Postremediation 

The generalized Smelter Site topography will be largely retained through RA. The proposed 
Smelter Site configuration after RA is shown on the MDP, Figure 1- 3. 
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Surface Water 

The remediated Smelter Site will be sealed with a multi-component, low permeability cap to 
prevent contact of surface water with subsurface soils that may contain elevated metals and arsenic 
concentrations. Postremediation surface water features include surf ace flow in the cooling pond 
drainage area, the south Stack Hill drainage, and a number of springs and seeps concentrated 
around the Stack Hill and onsite runoff. 

All alternatives (No Action, Low-, Medium-, and High-Intensity) will include collection, 
detention, and discharge of surface water from seeps, springs, and onsite and offsite run-on 
surface waters. A system commonly employed to reduce the sediment loading of surface water 
discharges, particularly during stormwater conditions, is expected to be used. This system will 
include sediment removal systems (ponds, traps, or passive filtration) and surface water collection 
and retention facilities. Surface water systems are described in the Tacoma Smelter Postremediation 
Surface Water Evaluation and Technical Impracticability Demonstration, Draft Revision 1 
(Hydrometries Inc., 1996). 

All unpaved areas on the Smelter Site will be protected with erosion-resistant ground cover. 
Runoff from paved areas will contain the expected small amounts of metals and hydrocarbons 
typical for roadways and parking lots with concentrations varying proportionally to the number of 
onsite vehicles. The number of vehicles onsite is dependent upon the selected alternative. 
However, the water runoff volumes will be approximately equal for all alternatives. Unknown 
quantities and concentrations of metals and arsenic may be contained in surface water in both 
soluble and nonsoluble forms. Pesticides, fertilizer, and weed control applications may be 
transported by surface water runoff and result in a reduced surf ace water quality. All surface water 
will be collected and detained before discharge. The impact to Commencement Bay is not 
quantified at this time; however, discharge will meet expected and approved standards before 
completion of remediation as stated in the Motion to Enter Consent Decree and Memorandum in 
Support of Motion to Enter (Department of Justice, 1966). 

During the RI (Hydrometries, 1992), Commencement Bay water quality adjacent to the shore of 
the Smelter Site was addressed through sampling and anal9'sis. Samples of sea water collected 
immediately adjacent to the shore showed all trace metals, including copper, arsenic, and, zinc 
were below laboratory detection limits. All alternatives will incorporate collection and detention of 
surface water before discharge into the bay. This bay discharge will contain significantly less 
metals than preremediation discharge. Therefore, the surface water collected and discharged into 
the bay should have no adverse impacts to the existing bay water quality. Water quality monitoring 
after remediation will allow accurate results and estimates of discharges into the bay. 

It may be technically impracticable to meet some of the surface water Remediation Goals (RGs). 
EPA and Asarco are currently discussing standards for surf ace water discharge. This issue is 
unresolved as of this writing; however, discharge will meet expected and approved standards 
before completion of remediation. Impact analysis in this DEIS is based on the following 
assumptions: 

• All offsite water currently draining from the offsite basins will be collected and detained in 
sedimentation basins before discharge; 

• All onsite stormwater runoff and seeps will be collected and detained in sedimentation basins 
before discharge; and 

• Groundwater will not be collected because it is under the cap. 
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Groundwater 

Based on Smelter Site topography, stratigraphy, water level data, and hydrochemistry data, two 
general groundwater flow systems have been delineated at the Smelter Site: 

1 . A deep groundwater system within the Vashon outwash sand and gravel hydrostratigraphic 
unit; and 

2. A shallow system within the granular fill/marine, sand/alluvium and massive slag fill 
hydrostratigraphic units. 

In addition to these two groundwater systems, the lacustrine silt-clay unit acts as an aquitard 
physically separating the shallow and deep systems on the Smelter Site. 

Onsite Containment Facility 

Postremediation conditions for all alternatives will include an OCF to contain soils, granular slag, 
and debris removed from groundwater source areas. The OCF will be physically isolated from 
groundwater and surface water so that no impacts from the OCF contents could occur. 
Institutional controls will ensure that the integrity of the OCF is not breached. 

4.3.3 Impacts 

General Impacts Background for Preremediation 

Many aspects of the preremediation Smelter Site water environment will remain the same after RA, 
including a surface water drainage system, geology, general topography, and the presence of 
elevated metals and arsenic concentrations in subsurface soils. Although not subject to SEP A 
review, it is appropriate to provide an overview of the RD/RA approach to impacts that may occur 
and the mitigative measures that would be performed under RA. RA will be designed to minimize 
impacts and mitigate those that remain. 

Common to the construction of most RA elements is extensive earthwork which, when coupled 
with the creation of a pad-ready site, will often result in topographic changes, erosion/siltation 
potential, changes in surface water regime, and other impacts typical of large earthwork projects. 
During RA, surf ace water flows will be collected and routed through evaporation systems. Also, 
excavation of soils containing elevated levels of metal and arsenic will be protected from surface 
runoff. The Smelter Site will be protected by conventional technology and BMPs recommended by 
Ecology for use within the Puget Sound Basin. The engineered finished surface configuration, 
stormwater facilities, erosion control planting, and other protective surface treatments together with 
scheduled inspection and maintenance of these features will serve to prevent erosion and siltation. 
Therefore, at completion of RA, the affected environment will be a clean, stable location, ready for 
further development for beneficial use. 

General Impacts Background for Postremediation 

Surface water will be physically separated from subsurface source soils containing elevated levels 
of arsenic and metals by the multi-layered, low permeability cap. The potential surface water 
impacts resulting from all alternatives are runoff from paved areas, fertilizers, pesticides, and 
exposed soil areas because of construction. These impacts are easily mitigated. Conventional 
methods and technology for the prevention and mitigation of erosion and sedimentation are 
presented as BMPs in the Stormwater Management Manual for the Puget Sound Basin (Ecology, 
1992). Sediment loading to the surface water is controlled at the source (erosion control BMPs), 
and by means of sediment removal BMPs, such as temporary or permanent ponds. 
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Surface water originating from off site areas is expected to contain some elevated levels of metals 
and arsenic. The exact concentrations cannot be determined until postremediation monitoring data 
are obtained. The offsite run-on will be collected in the same manner as onsite runoff. The 
postremediation surface water runoff/stormwater drainage system will manage surface water. 
Surface water will eventually be discharged into Commencement Bay. The impact to the bay is not 
quantified at this time; however, discharge will meet expected and approved standards before 
completion of remediation in accordance with the Motion to Enter Consent Decree and 
Memorandum in Support of Motion to Enter (U.S. Department of Justice, 1966). 

Construction Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

The No Action Alternative assumes that the RA specified in the Consent Decree has been 
performed, and the Smelter Site infrastructure and development needed to reach a pad-ready 
condition are already in place. Therefore, no construction impacts associated with the No Action 
Alternative would occur. 

Under the No Action Alternative, basic park infrastructure and facilities would be provided during 
RA. Park Tracts would undergo minimal development to provide basic Park facilities, such as 
irrigated lawn areas, the Waterfront Promenade, sidewalks, the "Green Face" slope plantings, 
fencing, lighting, and parking. These facilities would already be in place under the No Action 
Alternative; therefore, no impacts associated with their construction would occur. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

For the development areas, the construction effort required under the build alternatives is 
considered to be only that which is necessary to complete each alternative on an already prepared 
(pad-ready) site. As noted, some Smelter Site infrastructure and development features would 
already be in place as part of RA. The No Action and build alternatives differ only to the extent of 
intensity of development and requirements for configuration of the building pads, associated 
facilities, and Park improvements. Earthwork, utilities, and erosion control planting would be 
completed during remediation. The only further soil disturbances would consist of minor 
excavation, grading and construction of foundations, subsurface utilities hookups for the 
buildings, and associated infrastructure development. The Low-Intensity Alternative would not 
require improvement of any offsite infrastructure. Construction of the buildings and parking 
facilities themselves would temporarily create large surface areas of exposed clean soils. The 
construction impacts to water quality of exposed clean soils would be limited to erosion and 
sedimentation (standard sedimentation and erosion control practices will be implemented). Impacts 
on surface water and groundwater from construction are relatively minor and can be mitigated 
using readily available techniques. These techniques include the applicable erosion and 
sedimentation control BMPs recommended by Ecology for use within the Puget Sound Basin, 
followed by construction of the permanent protective surface according to design guidelines. No 
groundwater dewatering is anticipated for construction of the build alternatives. 

As explained in Section 1, Project Description, and Section 2, Alternatives, the extent of 
infrastructure constructed during RA in the Park Tracts differs between the No Action and all the 
build alternatives. The Park Tracts facilities would be the same for all the build alternatives and are 
similar to those constructed under the No Action Alternative (e.g., primarily infrastructure), only 
expanded to include boat launch improvements, additional paving and parking, restroom facilities, 
viewing areas, shelter buildings, and enhanced utilities. 

Construction impacts to the water environment would be limited to alteration of ground cover 
during construction allowing possible erosion and sedimentation in areas of exposed soils. This 
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alternative consists of adding buildings with required utilities connected to existing pad-ready 
connection points. A slight increase in traffic from workers and construction equipment would 
result in additional particulate matter carried off in surface runoff. Dust control operations may 
slightly add to onsite surface water. 

Special care must be taken to maintain the integrity of the protective cap and the OCF cover liner 
system during construction. Breaching these systems would result in exposure of the underlying 
soils, which contain elevated concentrations of metals, to wind and water erosion, contact with 
surface water, and to the introduction of surface waters into the groundwater via the breach. The 
resultant quality of surface water runoff would be degraded. 

Because surface water collection and detention before discharge would operate concurrently with 
the construction components and would continue operating after construction, impacts to water 
quality would not occur. An operational failure in the surface water collection and detention 
system is not likely because it is a predominantly passive operation. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Alternative 3 construction impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2, 
except that some offsite infrastructure (e.g., marginal or inadequate utilities) may have to be 
developed or improved to support the projected intensity of use. Impacts associated with this kind 
of construction would be similar to those for onsite construction of the same type, chiefly erosion 
and sedimentation from temporarily exposed soil surfaces. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Alternative 4 construction impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 3, 
except that some buildings may exceed four stories to achieve the desired density. These buildings 
may in turn require specialized foundation systems that might involve piling or caissons that could 
penetrate the cap. 

Operation Impacts (Direct and Indirect) 

Alternative 1: No Action 

As noted in Section 4.3.3, Impacts, Construction Impacts, all activities will take place under RA to 
bring the Smelter Site to a pad-ready condition, and for this reason no major impacts would be 
associated with construction of the No ·Action Alternative. However, ongoing operation and 
maintenance of the facilities constructed during RA may result in minor impacts. 

Much of the Smelter Site infrastructure included in the No Action Alternative would be 
underground, (e.g., utilities). The only surface features of these utilities would be their access and 
operating ,points, such as manholes, catchbasins, utility vaults, and valve boxes. The systems 
would be designed such that their actual operation and normal maintenance via these access points 
would result in no disruption or adverse effects to the adjacent ground. However, 
repair/replacement of these facilities could temporarily expose bare ground areas, which may be 
subject to erosion and contribute sediments to the surface runoff. 

The remaining development area and Park Tracts improvements under this alternative would 
consist of various treatments to the ground surf ace, such as roadways, drainage pathways, lawns, 
and vegetative plantings. As outlined above, repair/replacement of facilities may temporarily 
expose bare ground areas, which may be subject to erosion and risk breaching the protective cap or 
the OCF cover liner. Groundwater would be physically separated from surface water by means of 
surface water controls and by the cap. 
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Irrigation would be provided to areas on the Smelter Site that require it (e.g., vegetation and 
ground cover). Fertilizers, pesticides, and weed control may contribute to the surface water quality 
degradation. The possibility of using surface waters for irrigation exists and would be determined 
during the remedial design. Runoff from paved surfaces such as roads and parking lots carry 
small amounts of vehicle-generated pollutants. Operation of the surface water collection and 
detention system and maintaining its effectiveness in reducing discharge would determine water 
quality discharged into the bay. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Operation of the facilities constructed under the Low-Intensity Alternative would be mostly passive 
and would not be associated with adverse impacts to the water environment. 

As noted above under Alternative 1: No Action, normal routine maintenance of surface or 
subsurface facilities would not result in adverse impacts to water. Repair/replacement of these 
facilities could temporarily expose bare ground areas, which may be subject to erosion and risk 
breaching the protective cap or the OCF cover liner. 

Implementation of any of the build alternatives would add buildings, parking facilities, and a 
workday population of providers and consumers in the development areas. The Park Tracts also 
would experience a greater level of amenity development, including minor buildings, parking, and 
developed recreational facilities, which in tum would attract more users. The combination would 
result in a population density similar to comparable developments in the area. Increased vehicular 
traffic would result in increased emissions. However, the more intensive development alternatives 
would incorporate more area of impermeable and protective ground cover. 

Irrigation would be provided to areas on the Smelter Site that require it (e.g., vegetation and 
ground over). This may cause an increase in surface water runoff. This runoff would be collected 
with all other runoff before discharge. Fertilizers, pesticides, and weed control could add 
contaminants to the surface water. Runoff from paved surf aces, such as roads and parking lots, 
carries small amounts of vehicle-generated pollutants. The possibility of using surface waters for 
irrigation would be determined during the remedial design. During operations of any urban area, 
the possibility of spills and leaks exists. Operation of the surface water collection and detention 
system and maintaining its effectiveness in reducing contaminants would determine water quality 
discharged into the bay. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Alternative 3 operation impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2, except 
that less open parking and more parking area under buildings would result. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Alternative 4 operation impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 3. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Implementation of the No Action Alternative will not result in any cumulative impacts to the water 
environment. Groundwater is physically separated from surface water by means of the low 
permeability cap. Surface water will be collected and detained before discharge. 
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RD resolves many considerations and components of Smelter Site work into one carefully 
integrated whole, wherein the effects of one component are balanced against the effects of another. 
No cumulative impacts would result. RA would be performed in a sequenced, orderly process that 
would have the least and shortest duration of construction impact possible, and leave the Smelter 
Site in a permanently stable condition. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Alternative 2 cumulative impacts would be the same as those described under the No Action 
Alternative. The development alternatives build on the foundation established during RD/RA. The 
development features advanced in the alternatives would be designed and constructed to be fully 
compatible with the pad-ready conditions determined during RD; therefore, no cumulative impacts 
would result from their implementation. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Alternative 3 cumulative impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Alternative 4 cumulative impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

4.3.4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

Alternative 1: No Action 

No mitigation measures would be required under the No Action Alternative. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Site infrastructure and development features would already be in place as part of RA. The only 
additional disturbance would consist of minor excavation, grading, and construction of 
foundations and subsurface utilities hookups for the buildings, parking areas, and associated 
amenities. These disturbances to the soil could result in minor exposure to surface water. The 
potential for erosion because of temporary excavations for construction could be mitigated by use 
of conventional construction erosion control practices and technology. Impacts on surface water 
and groundwater from construction would be relatively minor and could be mitigated using readily 
available techniques. These include the applicable erosion and sedimentation control BMPs 
recommended by Ecology for use within the Puget Sound Basin, followed by construction of the 
permanent protective surface per design. 

Groundwater is physically separated from effects of the surface water because of the multi
component, low permeability cap; therefore, groundwater is unaffected. 

Construction work in the vicinity of the cap and OCF poses a risk to the integrity of the protective 
cap and the OCF cover liner system. The risk of the cap or OCF penetration can be mitigated by 
implementing a training program to ensure construction personnel use extreme care in construction, 
particularly excavation. The adoption of Standard Operating Procedures designed to provide 
guidelines for work near or penetrating the cap would protect the cap, the environment, and the 
workers themselves. 
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Another protection is the provision of a physical barrier or warning layer to alert excavation 
personnel to the proximity of the cap to avoid accidental breaching. The first component of the 
protective cap to be encountered in digging would be a geotextile fabric with 0.5-foot drain rock 
below it, which lies on the low permeability soil liner itself. The geotextile and the drain rock 
features would serve as a "warning layer" when encountered. Placement of a warning layer 
immediately above is a common and practical method of protecting buried facilities. Similarly, the 
OCF cover liner system has a geotextile fabric above either drain rock or a geonet drainage 
product. These in tum lie atop a composite low permeability layer made up of a plastic 
geomembrane and a low permeability soil layer. As previously noted, the geotextile fabric would 
function as a warning layer. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Alternative 3 construction mitigation measures are the same as those described under Alternative 2. 
Erosion and sedimentation mitigation for construction of any necessary off site infrastructure 
improvements would be identical to those identified for their onsite counterparts to protect surface 
runoff. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Alternative 4 construction mitigation measures are the same as those described under Alternative 3. 

Operation 

Alternative 1: No Action 

No mitigation measures would be required for operation and routine maintenance of surface or 
subsurface facilities. The potential for erosion because of temporary excavations that may be 
required for major repairs can be mitigated by use of conventional construction erosion control 
practices and technology. These include the applicable erosion and sedimentation control BMPs 
recommended by Ecology for use within the Puget Sound Basin, followed by reconstruction of 
the permanent protective surface that was disturbed. Excavation damage to the protective cap and 
OCF cover liner system would be prevented by the measures listed in Section 4.3.4, Mitigation, 
Measures, Construction. 

An integrated pest management plan, fertilizer plan, and irrigation plan would reduce contaminants 
in surf ace water runoff. Carefully designed irrigation systems can reduce excess water and as a 
result reduce or entirely eliminate surf ace runoff from this source. Runoff from paved areas would 
be collected and detained before discharge. If remediation or clean up of a major spill is required, 
the low permeable cap would act as a barrier to flow of spilled materials. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Alternative 2 mitigative measures are the same as those described under Alternative 1. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Alternative 3 mitigative measures are the same as those described under Alternative 1. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Alternative 4 mitigative measures are the same as those described under Alternative I. 
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Cumulative 

All Alternatives 

Because no cumulative impacts are associated with all alternatives, no mitigation measures would 
be necessary. 

4.3.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

No significant adverse impacts related to water resources would occur that cannot be mitigated. 

4.4 

4.4.1 

PLANTS AND ANIMALS 

Background and Analysis Methodology 

Land use along Commencement Bay has a long history of industrial activity that has severely 
altered the natural landscape (Shapiro, 1991). Within the Smelter Site, most native vegetation has 
been cleared away for industrial buildings, roads, railways, and residences. Limited native 
vegetation remains on some steep slopes. The intertidal area was filled with slag from the smelting 
operation and steadily extended into the estuary. The shoreline of the project area is comprised 
entirely of slag material. Though the area has been severely altered from its original condition, 
pockets of terrestrial habitat still exist, and the estuarine environment supports a diverse population 
of aquatic life. This report is based on several Smelter Site surveys, review of past studies and 
available agency data, and conversations with resource agency staff. Available habitats of the 
project area and the animal species known to use these habitats are discussed below. 

4.4.2 Affected Environment 

Terrestrial Habitat 

Limited terrestrial vegetation is present within the boundary of the project area. The heavy 
industrial use of the Smelter Site and the ongoing cleanup, demolition, and removal of structures 
has not provided a suitable base for vegetation to recolonize the area. Some steep slopes can be 
found that do afford some minor habitat for wildlife near the cooling pond and on the ·slopes 
adjacent to the existing marina. These small forested areas contain younger trees, up to about 80-
feet tall and with a 24-inch diameter at breast height (dbh ). Red alder and big-leaf maple are the 
dominant tree species. Salmon berry, salal, sword fem, tolmeia, and blackberry are typical 
understory plants. The large block of habitat closest to the project area is Point Defiance Park, 
which is about 0.5 mile from the western edge of the project area. 

Many wildlife species can be expected to use the project area and the small parcels of adjacent 
habitat. Such birds include passerines, like the bushtit, black-capped chickadee, ruby-crowned 
kinglet, yellow-rumped warbler, and dark-eyed junco. Others that may be found either using the 
project area or flying over it include tree swallow, barn swallow, northwestern crow, house 
sparrow, starling, pigeon, goldfinch, purple finch, song sparrow, and Bewick's wren. Common 
raptors, such as red-tailed hawk or sharp-shinned hawk, may occasionally hunt on the project area, 
but their use is minimal because no vegetation exists to support prey species. Bird species that use 
the near shore and deepwater habitats adjacent to the project area are discussed below under 
Estuarine Habitat. 

Lack of vegetation precludes the use of the Smelter Site by even the most common mammals. 
However, minimal use of the Smelter Site by small mammals that occupy adjacent habitat may be 
expected. Mammals, such as raccoon, opossum, striped-skunk, house mouse, Norway rat, and 
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shrew mole, may make limited use of the project area. Common bat species, such as little brown 
myotis, hoary bat, and big brown bat, may feed in the project area and then retreat to roosts outside 
the project boundary. A breeding pair of river otter has been reported to den beneath the 
administration building on the Smelter Site, and have been observed using the nearshore areas. 

Limited freshwater wetlands that can support amphibians are present on the Smelter Site. 
Wetlands adjacent to the project area may support common species, such as red-legged frog, 
Pacific chorus frog, and northwestern salamander. Common garter snake and northwestern garter 
snake are the most likely species to be found in adjacent forested areas, but because of the lack of 
vegetation on the project area, their use of the Smelter Site is improbable. 

Because the docks on the Smelter Site are presently not used, they offer nesting sites for several 
bird species. All piers on the Smelter Site were used by nesting glaucous-winged gulls: one nest 
on the pier on the slag peninsula, one nest on the Crescent Park pier, five nests on the copper 
dock, and seven on the ore dock. Glaucous-winged gulls also are nesting on the fine ore building 
in the center of the Smelter Site. Approximately 75 nests were observed on the roof during the 
spring of 1996. 

In addition, it appeared that three pairs of pigeon guillemots nested under the Crescent Park dock in 
1996. Other species observed at the Smelter Site include house wren, barn swallow, house finch, 
common crow, house sparrow, starling, killdeer, and dunlin. 

Estuarine Habitat 

Intertidal Zone 

The primary characteristic of the intertidal habitat (between 10 and -10 feet elevation) is the slag 
that makes up the shoreline of the project area. Stabilizing the slag and cleanup of nearshore 
sediments are two primary goals of the agreement with the EPA. Several studies have been 
conducted to quantify the benthic organisms that live on the slag material and on or within the 
sediments adjacent to the shoreline (Parametrix, 1989; Weston, 1993). The Estuarine Habitat 
section summarizes the habitat characteristics of the nearshore, benthic organisms, fish, and birds 
that use this habitat. A number of bird species, including great blue heron, cormorants, Canada 
geese, and several waterfowl species use this habitat. 

Molten slag was either poured into the bay or poured into forms and now exhibits either a rough 
irregular shoreline or a straight shoreline made of long blocks of solidified slag. An estimated 15 
million tons of slag exist at the Smelter Site and the peninsula that forms the Tacoma Yacht Club 
harbor. 

Invertebrates 

Previous studies at the Smelter Site (Parametrix, 1995) have collected data on marine invertebrates 
in a manner that allows comparison of invertebrate density and diversity with factors that can affect 
invertebrate distribution. Accompanying data was collected on water depth, sediment particle size 
distribution, proximity to contaminants, and slag particle size distribution (Parametrix, 1989). 
Sampling was conducted for 12 stations containing a total of 59 replicates. Collected invertebrates 
ranged from a low of 912 organisms/square meter to 22,682 organisms/square meter. 

Before sampling, it was expected that invertebrate distribution would be strongly influenced by 
chemical concentrations and that these effects would be evident from a correlation of invertebrate 
density and diversity and sediment contamination. Interactions of invertebrate habitat components, 
however, were more complex than expected. Invertebrate diversity was at least comparable to, 
and in most cases exceeded the diversity of, invertebrates sampled throughout Puget Sound 
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(Parametrix, 1995). Some stations were identified by their lack of sediment-feeders, such as 
mollusks and holothuroids. This lack may be attributed to contaminated sediments affecting a food 
source or acting directly on the sediment-feeders. Larval echinoderms, which are sensitive to 
metals in solution, were found in moderate densities throughout the Smelter Site. Isolated stations 
displayed an invertebrate community structure stressed by pollution. Less definitive distribution 
patterns, however, were the norm because other factors, such as sediment particle size distribution, 
exerted a strong influence on invertebrate abundance and diversity. 

Marine life is in abundance on the pilings of the two large piers, including a diverse collection of 
anemones and seastars, brown and green algae, barnacles, and many crab species. 

Much of the shoreline is composed of various-sized slag rubble. The southern end of the slag 
peninsula contains 3-foot-high ledges of crumbling slag. The middle portion of the peninsula in 
the vicinity of the existing dock contains large boulders and portions of slag material with a good 
growth of barnacles and red and green algae. The northern portion of the peninsula shoreline is 
made of loose slag from cobble to granular size. South of the peninsula, the shoreline is a 
combination of steep crumbling slag or slag that was poured into rectangular forms. 

Fish 

Limited site-specific fish studies (Parametrix, 1993, 1995) have been conducted in the Smelter Site 
vicinity, but data on the fisheries resources of Commencement Bay are available from a variety of 
sources. Two major groups of fish, anadromous and marine, are present in the vicinity. 
Anadromous fish live most of their adult life in the ocean and return to natal streams for spawning. 
Marine fish live their entire life in salt water. 

Anadromous Fish 

Salmon species found in Commencement Bay include chum, chinook, coho, and pink salmon. 
Other anadromous species include steelhead and sea run cutthroat trout. The primary spawning 
area is the Puyallup River and its tributaries. Hylebos Creek and Wapato Creek also provide some 
supplementary spawning habitat. 

Sampling in the nearby Thea Foss Waterway indicates that juvenile salmon use shoreline habitat in 
May through early July. Variations in species use were evident. Chinook salmon most commonly 
used nearshore areas during outmigration. All anadromous species probably use the intertidal zone 
of the project area, particularly juveniles during outmigration. 

Marine Fish 

Commencement Bay provides habitat to a variety of fish species. Flatfish are abundant, including 
English sole, rock sole, and flathead sole. Collections in the nearby Thea Foss Waterway collected 
between 29 and 16 species per sample period. Other species present in the vicinity include snake 
prickleback, Pacific staghorn, sculpin, and eelpouts. These fish prey on benthic invertebrates such 
as polychaete works, bivalves, epibenthic crustaceans, and gammarid amphidods, and are in turn 
preyed upon by marine mammals, such as harbor seals, sea lions, and otters. 

The following summarizes previous studies of the marine environment at the Smelter Site: 

• The sitewide mean benthic diversity and abundance, which included areas exhibiting 
contaminant effects, was found to be higher than the mean from Ecology's reference station 
database and all reference sites sampled for the study; 

• Very high benthic diversity (as compared to reference) was found on most parts of the site; 
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• Areas exhibiting contaminant effects were highly correlated with distance from outfalls, and in 
most cases no effects were found at distances of 200 to 300 feet from shore; 

• No correlation between slag content and toxicity was observed, and slag (by itself) does not 
appear to contribute to the contaminant effects observed; 

• A diverse community of large epifauna, fish, and macrophytes was repeatedly observed and 
videotaped throughout the site even in areas exhibiting contaminant effects. Hard substrate 
provided by slag and pilings appears to be contributing to the diverse epifauna and benthos 
observed; and 

• Concentrations of metals in site fish and benthic tissue was not statistically higher than 
reference areas. 

Subtidal Zone 

Habitat beyond the intertidal zone is composed of fine unconsolidated sediments, primarily sands 
and silt. Because the habitat is uniform with little or no hard substrate, a result is a lack of 
diversity of invertebrates. The dominant tax in subtidal sediments of Commencement Bay is 
epibenthic zooplankton and benthic invertebrates. Harbor seals were noted swimming about 50 
meters from the shoreline in the project vicinity. The species is common throughout Puget Sound. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Several federally listed threatened or endangered species have been identified in the general vicinity 
by the resource agencies. Humpback whale, Steller sea lion, and leatherback sea turtle have been 
identified by National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS, 1996) as using the general Puget Sound 
area. Humpback whale and leatherback sea turtle are unlikely to use the project area, while Stellar 
sea lions occasionally use the offshore vicinity (Shapiro, 1996). 

The USFWS indicates that four listed species occur in the general· vicinity, including bald eagle, 
marbled murrelet, and peregrine falcon. A bald eagle nest is present in Point Defiance Park, about 
0.5 mile from the project area. Marbled murrelets may use subtidal areas for feeding during any 
time of the year, but most likely during winter when they concentrate in local bays. Peregrine 
falcon migrants also may occasionally travel through the vicinity during spring and fall. 

4.4.3 Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

No impacts would occur under the No Action Alternative. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Vegetation would be removed from the slopes adjacent to the marina and along the existing marina 
access drive. Approximately 0.5 acre of upland trees and shrubs would be removed during the 
regrading of the hillslope adjacent to the marina. The north face of this hillslope is steep and had 
slumped in several places during the winter of I 996-1997. Regrading of this area would reduce 
potential hazard. Alternative 2, and all build alternatives, call for planting the regraded slopes with 
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trees and shrubs. While vegetation would be removed from this area, the effect to wildlife would 
be temporary pending the establishment of proposed plantings. 

No specific plans have been produced for the three docks located along Commencement Bay. 
Some rehabilitation may be necessary to improve the structural integrity and safety of these 
structures if they are to provide some access to the public or to be used in any commercial manner. 
Glacuous-winged gulls that nest on these structures would be displaced during any rehabilitation 
process. 

Construction in the vicinity of the Commencement Bay shoreline has the potential of causing 
increased sedimentation to the nearshore waters. An increase in sediment load could harm 
invertebrates that inhabit the substrate of the nearshore bay, which in tum would reduce the forage 
available for some fish species. This would be a temporary effect to these benthic organisms. The 
potential for this effect would be substantially reduced with the implementation of an erosion and 
sedimentation control plan, which would be required as part of the clearing and grading permit. 

While endangered and threatened species can be found in the general project vicinity, none 
specifically use the project area. Therefore, construction of the proposed project would not effect 
any federally listed or proposed threatened or endangered species. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Construction impacts to plants and animals from Alternative 3 would be the same as those 
described under Alternative 2 . 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Construction impacts to plants and animals from Alternative 4 would be the same as those 
described under Alternative 2. 

Operation Impacts (Direct and Indirect) 

Alternative 1: No Action 

When the Smelter Site has been graded and revegetated, the quality of the wildlife habitat is 
expected to slightly increase over time as trees and shrubs mature and the vegetative community of 
the non-maintained areas increases. Tracts P, Q, R, and N would be revegetated according to EPA 
specifications under the No Actio.n Alternative. Supplemental plantings would provide some 
limited terrestrial wildlife habitat for the project area. 

Public access to or commercial use of the three docks on the shoreline, could result in the loss of 
some potential nesting sites for glaucous winged gulls because of the disturbance caused by human 
activity. 

There would be no effects to any federally listed or proposed threatened or endangered species 
from the operation of the proposed project. 
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Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Effects to plants and animals from the operation of the project under Alternative 2 would be similar 
to those described under the No-Action Alternative. In addition, vegetation would be planted for 
landscaping around buildings and parking lots. This small amount of planting would provide 
incremental benefit to some wildlife species, particularly song birds, by providing limited cover 
and, depending on the plantings, food sources. 

Reconstruction of the boat launch would require in-water work that could impact the offshore 
environment, including disturbance of sediment. Sediment studies of the area were completed as 
part of the CERCLA remediation effort (Parametrix, 1995). Prior to reconstruction of the boat 
launch, further project-level environmental analysis may be required. This analysis could be 
undertaken when a design is available, as part of a permitting process. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Effects to plants and animals from the operation of the project under Alternative 3 would be similar 
to those described under Alternative 2. In addition, minor adverse effects would occur to the 
nearshore estuarine habitat from shading of the estimated two-story buildings adjacent to the 
shoreline. Shading could reduce the amount of sunlight reaching the substrate of nearshore habitat 
in limited areas. Because no overwater structures exist, this effect is considered to be insignificant. __ 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Effects to plants and animals from the operation of the project under Alternative 4 would be the . 
same as those described under Alternative 2. Slightly greater effects to the nearshore estuarine 
habitat could result from the increased height of buildings near the shoreline; however, the area is 
currently shaded somewhat by the adjacent hillside. Some buildings near the shoreline would be 
four stories tall, and would affect an incremental amount of habitat above Alternative 3. · 

Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

No cumulative impacts to plants and animals would occur from the implementation of the No 
Action Alternative. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

No cumulative impacts to plants and animals would occur from the implementation of Alternative 
2. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

No cumulative impacts to plants and animals would occur from the implementation of Alternative 
3. 
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Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

No cumulative impacts to plants and animals would occur from the implementation of Alternative 
4. 

4.4.4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

Alternative 1: No Action 

No mitigation measures would be necessary for the No Action Alternative. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

If rehabilitation of the docks is implemented, it should not be completed during the spring nesting 
season when gulls are raising young on these structures. Foregoing spring dock rehabilitation 
would prevent disturbance of the nesting birds and the probable loss of that year's brood during 
the construction phase. 

Native vegetation should be used when replanting the graded hillslope adjacent to the marina to 
provide limited habitat for wildlife and replace vegetation that was removed during grading activity. 
Where practical, native vegetation should be used around buildings and parking lots. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Mitigation described under Alternative 2 also should be implemented for Alternative 3. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Mitigation described under Alternative 2 also should be implemented for Alternative 4. 

Operation 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Limiting access to the copper dock and to the upper deck of the ore dock would provide nesting 
opportunities for glaucous-winged gulls that have previously used these structures. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Mitigation measures described for the No Action Alternative are applicable to Alternative 2. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Mitigation measures described for the No Action Alternative are applicable to Alternative 3. 
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Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Mitigation measures described for the No Action Alternative are applicable to Alternative 4. 

Cumulative 

Alternative 1: No Action 

No mitigation measures would be necessary. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

No mitigation measures would be necessary. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

No mitigation measures would be necessary. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

No mitigation measures would be necessary. 

4.4.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

Implementation of the above mitigation measures would limit the effects of the project to temporary 
impacts during the construction phase. Shading of nearshore habitat during the operation of the 
project from Alternatives 3 and 4 would cause minor adverse effects to the nearshore habitat. 

4.5 

4.5.1 

WETLANDS 

Background and Analysis Methodology 

A reconnaissance of potential wetland .areas was conducted by SHAPIRO on April 17, 1995. 
SHAPIRO then conducted a wetland delineation of the Smelter Site on October 10 and 11, 1995. 

Wetlands were identified and delineated applying methods described in the Army Corps of 
Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987), commonly referred to 
as the 1987 Manual, and additional jurisdictional guidance from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (Corps) and the EPA. A Comprehensive Determination Method, as described in the 
1987 Manual, was used to determine the presence of wetlands. 

4.5.2 Affected Environment 

Wetland Locations and Descriptions 

No freshwater wetlands would exist on the Smelter Site when remediation is complete under the 
Consent Decree. The following narrative discusses those wetlands just outside the boundary of the 
Smelter Site that are within the scope of this SEPA document. 
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Wetland A is located in a depressional area south of North 49th Street (Figure 4.5-1). The wetland 
is 0.12 acre in size and would be considered a palustrine forested, seasonally flooded system. It is 
dominated by Pacific willow trees over an understory of slough sedge, common horsetail, and 
Himalayan blackberry. Storm water runoff enters the wetland area at the end of its two southern 
arms and flows north to a 36-inch cement pipe. The culvert conveys water north, under North 
49th Street, to the southern end of Wetland BC. · 

Wetland BC, the largest wetland in the vicinity, originates at the head of a ravine between 
unconstructed Villard and Orchard Streets. This 1.25-acre wetland is associated with a small 
seasonal creek that flows to the north along the entire length of the ravine. Hillside seeps and 
stormwater runoff contribute water along the length of the ravine. A 72-inch culvert under the 
BNRR tracks conveys outflow water from the northern end of the wetland to Wetland D. Wetland 
BC is a palustrine emergent and scrub-shrub system. Scrub-shrub portions of the wetland are 
dominated by various willow species. Common horsetail, giant horsetail, Himalayan blackberry, 
and bentgrass grow in the understory and in emergent areas. At the base of the ravine, a forested 
component occurs in a large depressional area dominated by Pacific willow and red alder. A 
number of landslides are evident along the western side of the ravine. Landslide debris has altered, 
and likely will continue to alter, the wetland boundary. It appears that landslide debris have 
contributed large quantities of sediment to the wetland. In addition, the smell of a failing septic 
system was noted at the southern end of the ravine, adjacent to a residential home, during 
SHAPIRO's April 1995 field reconnaissance. 

Wetland Dis located in a wide swale between the railroad tracks and Ruston Way. This 0.02-acre 
wetland receives water from Wetland BC via a 72-inch culvert and conveys it to a storm drain 
along Ruston Way. Common cattail and common horsetail are dominant, resulting in a 
classification of a palustrine emergent, seasonally flooded wetland. The Plants and Animals 
wetland' s boundaries are delineated by fill .. 

In addition to these freshwater wetlands, the Corps has jurisdiction over the nearshore habitat of 
Commencement Bay. No vegetated estuarine wetlands are present in the project vicinity. The 
nearshore habitat is dominated by slag, slag rubble, and cobble. The Plants and Animals section of 
this DEIS includes a more detailed narrative of the Smelter Site's estuarine habitats. 

4.5.3 Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

The wetlands located within the project boundary will be addressed by the remediation efforts 
covered by the Consent Decree. These actions will be completed regardless of whether 
development ultimately occurs. The activities covered in this DEIS will not affect wetlands on the 
Smelter Site, but may affect wetlands adjacent to the Smelter Site boundary. 

Alternative 1: No Action 

No effects to wetlands would result from the implementation of the No Action Alternative. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Development in parcels U-2 and U-3 could affect Wetland BC (see Figure 4.5-1), which is a 
ravine wetland. Though this wetland is not within the project boundary, disturbance of soil related 
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to construction could cause a minor soil runoff increase into this adjacent wetland. This could 
affect the survivability of some plant species, potentially resulting in a loss of vegetation and 
corresponding loss of wetland function and value. · 

Precautions taken during the construction phase, such as implementation of a soil erosion and 
sedimentation control plan, should substantially reduce the potential of any adverse effects to this 
adjacent wetland. A soil and erosion control plan would be required as part of a clearing and 
grading permit. Effects to the wetland that could occur while erosion and sedimentation control 
measures are in place are expected to be negligible. The No Action Alternative includes 
revegetation of tracts P, Q, and R, which are adjacent to Wetland BC. Revegetation would provide 
slope stability and add to the integrity of the buffer surrounding the wetland. 

Grading of the hillslope and reconfiguring the marina access roads adjacent to the marina could 
introduce excess sedimentation to the estuarine nearshore habitat in the marina vicinity. These 
actions would cause a temporary disturbance of the nearshore habitat with corresponding 
temporary increases in turbidity. Because there is no estuarine vegetation in the vicinity, no 
additional impacts other than temporary increases in turbidity are anticipated. Any nearwater 
construction would have to comply with the conditions of the WDFW and Corps permits. These 
permits would not allow nearwater construction during the time that young salmon are most likely 
to use the area, generally May through July. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Differences among the various alternatives for Development Areas U-2 and U-3 are primarily the 
ratio of building pad space to parking lot space. Differences among the alternatives are negligible 
when considering the potential effects to wetlands. The ratio of parking lots to buildings would 
not cause different effects to wetlands. The effects to wetlands from Alternative 3 construction 
activity would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Construction impacts to wetlands from Alternative 4 would be the same as those described under 
Alternative 2. 

Operation Impacts (Direct and Indirect) 

Alternative 1: No Action 

No effects to wetlands are expected under the No Action Alternative. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Potential adverse impacts to Wetland BC could occur from the influx of excessive stormwater 
because of the increase in impervious surfaces of parking lots and buildings after the Smelter Site 
has been developed. Stormwater from impervious surfaces entering Wetland BC could cause 
additional erosion and affect plant survival rates. Increased erosion from excessive stormwater 
flows also could affect slope stability of the ravine at Wetland BC. 
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Adherence to local stormwater retention and regulations is expected to significantly reduce potential 
adverse effects to wetlands. Preservation of the vegetation within the ravine also would provide 
slope stability and a vegetative buffer for the wetland. With the implementation of the required 
stormwater detention and discharge criteria, no adverse effects to wetlands are anticipated from the 
operation of the project. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Effects to wetlands from the operation of the project under Alternative 3 would be the same as 
those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Effects to wetlands from the operation of the project under Alternative 4 would be the same as 
those described under Alternative 2. 

Cumulative Impacts 

All Alternatives 

No cumulative impacts to wetlands would occur from the implementation of the No Action 
Alternative. 

4.5.4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

All Alternatives 

No mitigation measures would be necessary. 

Operation 

All Alternatives 

No mitigation measures would be necessary. 

Cumulative 

All Alternatives 

No mitigation measures would be necessary. 

4.5.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

No freshwater wetlands within the Smelter Site boundary would be affected by any of the 
alternatives. A potential exists under all of the build alternatives for Wetland BC to be adversely 
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affected by construction activity and stormwater runoff after the Smelter Site is completed. This 
potential adverse affect would be eliminated by the required implementation of a soil and erosion 
control plan during construction and a stormwater detention and discharge plan. 

4.6 

4.6.1 

ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

Background and Analysis Methodology 

This section discusses energy use and conservation associated with development under each of the 
build alternatives. Energy use occurs during construction and, after completion, during operation 
of new buildings. Opportunities for energy conservation measures are identified for both short
term construction impacts and long-term building operations. The study area for the Energy and 
Natural Resources analysis consists of the development areas within the Smelter Site. Mitigation 
measures are presented to reduce energy consumption whenever possible. Data for the energy 
analysis were obtained from communication with local energy providers. 

4.6.2 Affected Environment 

The Smelter Site is served by energy suppliers providing electricity and natural gas. Electrical 
service is provided under joint jurisdiction of Ruston and Tacoma. The City has requested that a 
final determination be made regarding service to the Smelter Site and a preliminary decision has 
been made to pass the service requirements for the Smelter Site to Tacoma City Light (Post, 1997). 
The Gobe substation is located to the east of the project area along Ruston Way, outside Town 
limits. The Defiance substation is located to the west of the project area, also outside Town limits. 

Washington Natural Gas provides gas to the Smelter Site via a 12-inch high-pressure main that 
runs along Baltimore Street. High-pressure mains are typically used for heavy industrial 
applications; pressure would be reduced for residential or commercial uses. The nearest 
intermediate pressure main is located near the comer of Commercial and Baltimore Streets 
(Fawcett, 1997). 

4.6.3 Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Development would not occur and new impacts on energy demand would not take place. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Under this alternative, a new demand would occur for energy from electrical and natural gas 
suppliers. Short-term electrical energy demand occurs during construction and longer-term 
demands occur during operations. The proposed project would result in short-term demands 
associated with consumption of energy during manufacture of materials, operation of construction 
machinery, and organization of trucks used to haul fill, construction debris, and other materials. 
No short-term demand for natural gas is expected. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Under this alternative, short-term construction impacts would be similar in type to those of 
Alternative 2; however, the overall level of energy consumption would be higher because of the 
greater level of development that would take place. 
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Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

This alternative would have the highest level of short-term energy consumption because of the 
increased amount of development that would occur. 

Operation Impacts (Direct and Indirect) 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Development would not occur and mitigation would not be needed. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Long-term energy demand would arise from building operations after construction. The exact level 
of the demand would be determined by the mix of uses that is developed for the proposed project. 
In general, retail operations would have the highest electrical energy use index, followed by office 
and business operations. Values for light industrial would depend upon the exact use; some 
industrial processes can have high energy demands, whereas other uses (e.g., warehouse), may 
have far less intensive load demands. Some businesses also may use natural gas and alternative 
energy forms. Proposed park space also may require energy for lighting, maintenance, and water 
pumps for irrigation. 

Washington Natural Gas has adequate resources to serve the proposed development; however, a 
commercial line main extension or pressure reducing station would be needed to serve the Smelter 
Site. Main extensions are used to provide smaller loads. Alternatively, a pressure reducing station 
may be needed for larger loads. The exact main to be provided would be determined by the needs 
of specific onsite businesses (Fawcett, 1997). 

The Low-Intensity Alternative would generate the least demand for new energy supplies. Tacoma 
City Light has indicated that there are adequate resources to serve the proposed development. 
Some new power lines may have to be provided to the Smelter Site, but no significant 
environmental impacts would occur as a result of the proposed project (Post, 1997). Development 
would add to the expected increase in demand for electrical power and natural gas from local 
suppliers as the region grows. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

The expected long-term demand for new energy supplies would be greater than that resulting from 
the proposed development under Alternative 2. As with Alternative 2, Tacoma City Light has 
adequate resources for this alternative and no significant impacts would occur. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

This alternative would have the greatest impact on the demand for additional electrical and natural 
gas after project construction. Improvements, similar to those described under Alternative 3, 
would be necessary but would be at a higher level because of the increased demand that could 
result under full project development. As with Alternative 2, Tacoma City Light has adequate 
resources for this alternative and no significant impacts would occur. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

No cumulative impacts would oGcur. 
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Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

The proposed development would contribute to increased demand for electrical energy and natural 
gas in the Ruston and north Tacoma area. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

4.6.4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Development would not occur and mitigation would not be needed. 

Build Alternatives 

Short-term construction impacts could be minimized through coordinated efforts to assure that 
existing utility lines are not disrupted. Sustainable development techniques could be employed 
during construction to conserve and reuse water, recycle construction and demolition debris, and to 
apply low-impact construction practices, resource-efficient landscaping, and pollution prevention 
techniques. Energy conservation could be promoted through recycling materials, eliminating 
waste, and reducing activities that require energy. Construction vehicles could be routed to avoid 
congestion and long periods of idling, and the number of truck trips needed for hauling fill could 
be reduced. Onsite equipment could be turned off when not in use for long periods of time. 

Operation 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Development would not occur and mitigation would not be needed. 

Build Alternatives 

An energy conservation program could be implemented for the entire Smelter Site, incorporating 
and encouraging energy efficient designs throughout. Comprehensive recycling could be designed 
throughout the proposed project area. Bicycle and pedestrian access could be designed for the 
entire area and transit use could be promoted. Opportunities to incorporate renewable energy 
sources, such as solar power, should be analyzed and implemented wherever feasible. Sustainable 
architectural techniques could be considered for the proposed buildings, including the use of 
nontoxic building materials, natural lighting, and natural ventilation. 

4.6.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

No significant impacts on energy resources are expected after mitigation. 
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4.7 

4.7.1 

NOISE 

Background Analysis Methodology 

This section summarizes the Noise Technical Appendix of this DEIS, which contains a more 
detailed description of this technical analysis. 

Background 

Sound level is expressed on a logarithmic scale in units called decibels (dB). A-weighted decibels 
( dBA) account for the frequency response of the human ear. A noise level increase of 3 dB A, the 
change that corresponds to a doubling of the number of noise sources, is barely discernible to the 
human ear. An increase of 5 dBA is a noticeable increase, while a 10-dBA increase is perceived as 
approximately twice as loud. A tenfold increase in the number of noise sources will add 10 dB A. 
A noise level increase less than 5 dBA is generally not considered to be a noise impact. 

A noise level descriptor for environmental noise is the equivalent sound level (Leg). The Leg can 
be considered a measure of the average noise level during a specified period of time. Leq 
measured over a one-hour period is the hourly Leq (Leq(h)), which is used for highway noise 
impact and abatement analyses. 

Noise Regulations and Impact Criteria 

Noise regulations and guidelines provide a basis for evaluating potential noise impacts. In the 
project area, traffic noise would be compared to Federal Highway Administration 
(FHW A)/W ashington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) noise criteria. Other noise in 
the project area would be regulated by the Pierce County noise code. FHW A/WSDOT noise 
criteria are used in this analysis to define impacts because they are a widely accepted standard for 
evaluating traffic noise. WSDOT considers an increase of 10 dB A or greater to be a significant 
impact and an increase of 5 to 10 dBA to be a minor impact. FHW A noise abatement criteria for 
various land activity categories are presented in Table 4.7-1. WSDOT considers a noise impact to 
occur if predicted Leq(h) noise levels approach within 1 dBA of the FHW A noise abatement 
criteria. Thus, if a noise level were 66 dBA or higher, it would approach or exceed the FHW A 
noise abatement criterion of 67 dBA for residences, and would be considered a significant impact. 

Pierce County has adopted noise standards similar to Ecology noise standards that limit noise 
levels at property lines of neighboring properties (WAC Chapter 173-60). Maximum permissible 
noise levels depend on the zoning or land uses of both the source of noise and the receiving 
property. The Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department is responsible for enforcing the 
standards. Pierce County property line noise regulations are presented in Table 4.7-2. 

Short-term exceedences of the permissible sound level are allowed. Permitting short-term 
exceedences allows an Leq(h) to be approximately 2 dBA higher than the values in Table 4.7-2. 

Sounds from motor vehicles on public roads are exempt from the property line regulations in Table 
4.7-2; therefore, the FHW A noise criteria are used to evaluate their impact. Sounds from railroad 
operations related to interstate commerce are likewise exempt from the property line regulations in 
Table 4.7-2. 

Construction noise from the project must meet Pierce County property line regulations. Noise 
levels in Table 4.7-2 apply to construction equipment only at residential receiving properties 
between IO p.m. and 7 a.m. 
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TABLE 4.7-1: FHWA NOISE ABATEMENT CRITERIA 

Activity 
Category 

A (Exterior) 

B (Exterior) 

C (Exterior) 

D 

E (Interior) 

Leg (h)(dBA) 

57 

67 

72 

52 

Description of Activity Category 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 
significance and serve an important public need, and 
where the preservation of those qualities is essential if the 
area is to continue to serve its intended purpose. 

Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports 
areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, 
churches, libraries, and hospitals. 

Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in 
Categories A or B, above. 

Undeveloped lands. 

Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, 
schools, churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums. 

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, 1982. 

TABLE 4.7-2: 

Noise Source 

Residential 

Commercial 

Industrial 

PIERCE COUNTY MAXIMUM PERMISSIBLE NOISE 
LEVELS (dBA) 

Receiving Property 

Residential 

Day Night (1) Commercial Industrial 

55 45 57 60 

57 47 60 65 

60 50 65 70 

Notes: (1) Between IO p.m. ·and 7 a.m., the maximum permissible noise levels are reduced by 
10 dBA for residential receiving properties. 

Source: Pierce County Code Chapter 8.76.060, 1981. 
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Analysis Methodology 

This noise analysis evaluates construction and operation impacts resulting from implementation of 
all alternatives. Construction noise impacts are described based on maximum noise levels of 
construction equipment published by the EPA. The study area for the noise analysis consisted of 
the Smelter Site and its immediate surroundings. This area includes the sensitive receptors likely to 
be directly affected by noise generated by development of the Smelter Site (Figure 4.7-1). 

To determine noise impacts from traffic, Leq(h) traffic noise levels were predicted using FHW A's 
STAMINA 2.0/OPTIMA computer model (Bowlby, et al., 1982). STAMINA 2.0 is consistent 
with methods in the FHW A Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (Barry, et al., 1978). Noise 
from sources other than traffic were not included in the model. Other noise was analyzed by 
comparing the EIS alternatives to existing land use maps. All predicted noise levels were based on 
PM peak-hour traffic conditions to estimate worst-case noise levels. General noise contours were 
predicted for major streets in the project area (see Figure 4.7-1). 

4.7.2 Affected Environment 

Land Use and Noise-Sensitive Areas 

Because the Smelter Site area is undeveloped, no noise-sensitive receptors exist within its 
boundaries. Sensitive receptors in the immediate vicinity of the property consist of live-aboard 
boats at the Tacoma Yacht Club, residences to the south and west of the study area, and users of · 
public spaces, including Point Defiance Park and Ruston School. These areas are shown in Figure 
4.7-1. 

Existing noise levels are typical of an urban residential area. Background daytime noise levels are 
estimated to be between 55 and 60 dBA, depending on the distance from roadway (FTA, 1995). 
Traffic is the dominant noise source, with additional noise from nearby residential and commercial 
development and railroad operations. 

4.7.3 Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur beyond remediation; therefore, no 
additional construction noise would result. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Noise would occur as a result of construction activities. Construction usually would be carried out 
in phases, each of which has its own mix of equipment and, consequently, its own noise 
characteristics. Building construction phases would include excavating, placing foundations, 
erecting structures, and finishing buildings. The initial excavation phase tends to be the noisiest; 
the subsequent foundation and erection phases somewhat less noisy; and the final finishing phase 
relatively noisy. Construction work related to park development would be minor, as major 
excavation and grading for the park areas and structural fill would be completed during remediation 
(No Action Alternative). Likewise, roadwork would already be completed. 

Construction noise impacts would depend on the type, amount, and location of construction 
activities. The type of construction methods would establish the maximum noise levels of 
construction equipment used. The amount of construction activity would quantify how often 
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construction noise would occur throughout the day. The location of construction equipment 
relative to adjacent properties would determine any effects of distance in reducing construction 
noise levels. 

Because the study area is comprised of several development areas, which may be developed over a 
period of time, the duration of construction noise could be several years. Construction noise would 
continue throughout the study area until full buildout occurs. 

Maximum noise levels of construction equipment throughout the project area would be similar to 
typical maximum construction equipment noise levels presented in the Noise Technical Appendix; 
maximum noise levels from construction equipment would range from 69 to 106 dBA at 50 feet. 
Construction noise at residences or businesses farther away would decrease at a rate of 6 dBA per 
doubling of distance from the source; therefore, maximum noise levels at 200 feet would range 
from 57 to 94 dBA from a single piece of construction equipment; at 1,000 feet, the range would 
be approximately 42 to 89 dBA. Sensitive receptors are located between 200 and 1,000 feet from 
most development sites. Noise levels could be higher depending upon the amount of construction 
equipment used and their relation to one another. Because various equipment would be turned off, 
idling, or operating at full power at any time, and because shielding would be provided by terrain, 
average Leg noise levels during the day would be less than the maximum construction noise levels 
estimated here. Construction noise levels would be reduced by the construction practices identified 
in Section 4. 7.4, Mitigation Measures. 

Nighttime construction work would require a waiver of local noise regulations. Special 
consideration may be necessary if nighttime construction work is required near residential areas. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Construction noise impacts for the Medium-Intensity Alternative would be similar to those for the 
Low-Intensity Alternative. Because more of the study area would be developed, either the amount 
of construction work occurring concurrently, the duration of the work, or both would increase. 
An increase in the amount of construction work occurring concurrently would increase noise 
levels. For example, a doubling in the intensity of construction work for Alternative 3 compared to 
Alternative 2 would result in an increase in average noise levels of up to 3 dBA. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Construction noise under the High-Intensity Alternative would be similar to the Low- and Medium
Intensity Alternatives. Because more of the study area would be developed than under the other 
alternatives, either the amount of construction work occurring concurrently, the duration of the 
work, or both would increase. An increase in the amount of construction work occurring 
concurrently would increase noise levels. A quadrupling in the intensity of construction work 
compared to Alternative 2 (Low-Intensity) would result in an increase in average noise levels of up 
to 6 dBA. · 

Operation Impacts (Direct and Indirect) 

Alternative I: No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, noise levels would be similar to existing conditions. Traffic 
noise would continue to dominate in the study area, with a continuation of other noise sources, 
including residential, commercial, and railway, at levels similar to existing conditions. Changes in 
street alignment, which would occur during remediation, would move traffic noise sources closer 
to some sensitive receptors than under existing conditions. The opening of additional park land 
along the waterfront would introduce sensitive receptors and potential noise sources to the study 
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area. Noise levels for park users would be similar to levels currently experienced by users of other 
nearby areas, such as Marine and Hamilton Parks. Traffic noise levels were predicted for various 
distances from Ruston Way, Baltimore Street, and North 51st Street in the study area (Tables 4.7-
3, 4.7-4, and 4.7-5). Significant impacts from traffic noise are not predicted to occur outside the 
street rights-of-way for any of these roadways. A 10 dBA or greater increase in traffic noise levels 
relative to predicted existing conditions would not occur at any location; therefore, no significant 
noise impacts would occur because of an increase above baseline numbers. 

TABLE 4.7-3: PEAK-HOUR TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS FOR RUSTON WAY 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

25 feet from 68 dBALeq 68dBALeq 70dBALeq 73 dBALeq 
center line 

50 feet from 63 dBALeq 64dBALeq 66dBALeq 68dBALeq 
center line 

100 feet from 58 dBALeq 59dBALeq 61 dBALeq 63 dBALeq 
center line 

150 feet from 55 dBALeq 56dBALeq 58 dBALeq 60dBALeq 
center line 

Source: Shapiro and Associates, Inc., 1997. 

TABLE 4.7-4: PEAK-HOUR TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS FOR BALTIMORE 
STREET 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

25 feet from 60dBALeq 63 dBALeq 
center line 

50 feet from 56dBALeq 58 dBALeq 
center line 

100 feet from 51 dBALeq 54dBALeq 
center line 

150 feet from 48dBALeq 51 dBALeq 
center line 

Source: Shapiro and Associates, Inc., 1997. 
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65 dBALeq 66dBALeq 

60dBALeq 62dBALeq 

56dBALeq 57 dBALeq 
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TABLE 4.7.5: PEAK-HOUR TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS FOR NORTH 51ST 
STREET 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 

25 feet from 66dBALeq 66dBALeq 68 dBALeq 69 dBALeq 
center line 

50 feet from 62dBALeq 62dBALeq 64dBALeq 65 dBALeq 
center line 

100 feet from 57 dBALeq 57 dBALeq 59dBALeq 60dBALeq 
center line 

150 feet from 54dBALeq 55 dBALeq 56dBALeq 57 dBALeq 
center line 

Source: Shapiro and Associates, Inc., 1997. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Under Alternative 2, traffic noise would increase slightly because of increased traffic generated by 
development in the study area. Using 2010-modeled traffic volumes, noise levels were predicted 
for various distances from the major roadways through the study area (see Tables 4.7-3, 4.7-4, 
and 4.7-5). Noise levels were predicted to increase between O and 4 dBA relative to the No 
Action Alternative. Significant impacts from traffic noise are not predicted to occur outside the 
street right-of-way for any of the modeled roadways. A 10 dBA or greater increase in traffic noise 
levels relative to predicted existing conditions would not occur at any location; therefore, no 
significant noise impacts would occur because of an increase above baseline numbers. 

Noise levels throughout the project area would most likely rise as redevelopment occurs and 
density of activity increases. Noise from some potential uses, such as light industrial and 
commercial, could be noticeable to nearby residences at certain times, particularly if restaurants 
with outdoor eating areas, truck loading areas, or operating machinery are present. Noise levels 
would have to comply with the Pierce County Noise Ordinance. 

Noise from the Waterfront development areas would be least likely to impact any nearby residences 
because of their distance to the nearest sensitive receptors (see Figure 4.7-1). Noise from the 
Crescent Park development areas, while potentially noticeable to residences along Bennett Street at 
certain times, would generally be less than background traffic noise levels at most times. The 
buildings proposed for the Crescent Park development areas would provide limited shielding of 
park users from traffic noise. The Upland development areas are the regions most likely to affect 
nearby residences because of their proximity to residential uses along Baltimore and North 49th 
Streets. Design considerations described in Section 4.7-4, Mitigation Measures, should be 
considered for development in the Upland development areas to help avoid noise impacts of future 
uses on residential areas. 
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Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Under Alternative 3, traffic noise would increase slightly because of increased traffic generated by 
development in the study area. Using 2010-modeled traffic•volumes, noise levels were predicted 
for various distances from the major roadways through the study area (see Tables 4.7-3, 4.7-4, 
and 4.7-5). Noise levels were predicted to increase between 2 and 5 dBA relative to the No 
Action Alternative. Significant impacts from traffic noise are not predicted to occur outside the 
street rights-of-way for Baltimore or North 51st Streets. Noise levels immediately adjacent to 
Ruston Way would not be compatible with quiet uses. A 10 dBA or greater increase in traffic 
noise levels relative to predicted existing conditions would not occur at any location; therefore, no 
significant noise impacts would occur because of an increase above baseline numbers. 

Noise levels throughout the project area would most likely rise as redevelopment occurs and 
density of activity increases; therefore, noise levels under the Medium-Intensity Alternative would 
likely be greater than under the Low-Intensity Alternative. Noise from some potential uses, such 
as light industrial and commercial could be noticeable to nearby residences at certain times, 
particularly if restaurants with outdoor eating areas, truck loading areas, or operating machinery are 
present. Noise levels would have to comply with the Pierce County Noise Ordinance. 

Noise from the Waterfront development areas would be least likely to impact any nearby residences 
because of their distance to the nearest sensitive receptors (see Figure 4.7-1). Noise from the 
Crescent Park development areas, while potentially noticeable to residences along Bennett Street at 
certain times, would generally be less than background traffic noise levels at most times. The 
buildings proposed for the Crescent Park development areas would provide more shielding of park 
users from traffic noise than under Alternative 2. The Upland development areas are the regions 
most likely to affect nearby residences because of their proximity to residential uses along 
Baltimore and North 49th Streets. Design considerations described in Section 4.7-4, Mitigation 
Measures, should be considered for development in the Upland development areas to help avoid 
noise impacts of future uses on residents. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Under Alternative 4, traffic noise would increase because of increased traffic generated by 
development in the study area. Using 2010-modeled traffic volumes, noise levels were predicted 
for various distances from the major roadways through the study area (see Tables 4.7-3, 4.7-4, 
and 4.7-5). Noise levels were predicted to increase between 3 and 7 dBA relative to the No 
Action Alternative. Significant impacts from traffic noise are not predicted to occur outside the 
street rights-of-way for Baltimore or N6rth 51st Streets. Noise levels immediately adjacent to 
Ruston Way would not be compatible with quiet uses. A 10 dB A or greater increase in traffic 
noise levels relative to predicted existing conditions would not occur at any location; therefore, no 
significant noise impacts would occur because of an increase above baseline numbers. 

Noise levels throughout the project area would most likely rise as redevelopment occurs and 
density of activity increases; therefore, noise levels under the High-Intensity Alternative would 
likely be greater than under the other alternatives. Noise from some potential uses, such as light 
industrial and commercial, could be noticeable to nearby residences at certain times, particularly if 
restaurants with outdoor eating areas, truck loading areas, or operating machinery are present. 
Noise levels would have to comply with the Pierce County Noise Ordinance. 

Noise from the Waterfront development areas would be least likely to impact any nearby residences 
because of their distance to the nearest sensitive receptors (see Figure 4.7-1). Noise from the 
Crescent Park development areas would be greater under Alternative 4 than under the other 
alternatives. It would be potentially noticeable to residences along Bennett Street at certain times. 
The buildings proposed for the Crescent Park development areas would provide more shielding of 
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park users from traffic noise than under Alternatives 2 and 3. The Upland development areas are 
the regions most likely to affect nearby residences because of their proximity to residential uses 
along Baltimore and North 49th Streets. Noise levels would likely be higher under Alternative 4 
than under the other Alternatives because of the additional activity. Design considerations 
described in Section 4.7-4, Mitigation Measures, should be considered for development in the 
Upland development areas. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Noise levels are typical of an urban environment. The noise level computations include noise from 
background traffic volumes; therefore, no significant cumulative noise impacts beyond the noise 
impacts discussed in the Section 4.7.3, Impacts, would occur. 

4.7.4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

All Alternatives 

Construction and demolition noise could be reduced by using enclosures or walls, installing 
mufflers on engines, substituting quieter equipment or construction methods, minimizing time of 
operation, and locating equipment farther from sensitive receptors. To reduce construction noise at ··· 
nearby receptors, mitigation measures would be incorporated into construction plans and contractor 
specifications. Mitigation measures that have been identified include the following: 

• Limiting noisier construction and demolition activities to between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. would 
comply with Pierce County noise regulations, and reduce construction noise impacts during 
sensitive nighttime hours. 

• Detouring construction trucks away from noise-sensitive areas would eliminate construction 
truck noise from those areas. 

• Equipping construction equipment engines with adequate mufflers, intake silencers, and engine 
enclosures would reduce their noise by 5 to 10 dBA (U.S. EPA, 1971). 

• Specifying the quietest equipment available would reduce noise by 5 to 10 dBA. 

• Turning off construction equipment during prolonged periods of nonuse would eliminate noise 
from construction equipment during those periods. 

• Requiring contractors to maintain all equipment and train their equipment operators would 
reduce noise levels and increase efficiency of operation. 

• Locating stationary equipment away from receiving properties would decrease noise from that 
equipment in relation to the increased distance. 

• Using onsite materials and disposing of excavated material nearby, if possible, would eliminate 
transporting those materials on area roadways. 

• Performing construction activities offsite, such as concrete mixing, would eliminate those noise 
sources from the project area. 

• Reducing truck trips by increasing load size, decreasing fill requirements, or combining trips 
would reduce noise impacts on sensitive receptors. 
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• Rerouting truck trips away from residential areas would reduce noise impacts on sensitive 
receptors. 

Operation 

All Alternatives 

The effect of noise on the various sensitive receptors could be minimized through careful site 
planning and building design. Park areas used for noise-sensitive activities, such as interpretive 
activities, concerts and relaxation, could be located a distance from Ruston Way. Construction of 
buildings between roadways and park users, would partially shield park users from traffic noise. 

Park activities, such as amplified music concerts, could annoy nearby residents. Noise-generating 
gatherings must comply with the Pierce County Noise Code. Such activities could be scheduled 
for daytime hours to reduce conflicts. Natural berms along park boundaries or buildings between 
the park and residences also would help mitigate noise generated by park activities. 

Noise level increases associated with development could be offset with careful land use planning 
and implementation of regulations to avoid compatibility issues. Development in the Upland 
development areas should consider the proximity to nearby sensitive receptors. Noise from 
loading docks and servicing areas of retail and commercial uses could be reduced by locating these 
areas away from sensitive receptors. Commercial buildings could act as noise barriers if loading 
and servicing areas were placed on sides of the buildings opposite sensitive receptors. Noise from 
delivery trucks could be reduced by restricting times of delivery and routing delivery trucks away 
from sensitive receptors. 

Planting vegetation along roadways would not affect noise levels. New buildings could be 
constructed to reduce interior noise levels. Specific construction techniques could include 
acoustical doors and windows, insulation in walls, floors, and ceilings, and ventilation systems 
designed without the need to open windows and doors. Noise insulation, however, would have 
no effect on exterior noise levels. 

Because the project is in an urban setting where pedestrian access is required at various locations, 
barriers for traffic noise would not be feasible. Barriers could be feasible and reasonable for areas 
of the park where noise impacts would occur; such barriers could include a rolling earthen berm 
between the roadways and park land. This could be somewhat effective at reducing traffic noise 
levels in the park, if there is a proposed park use area that requires noise abatement. 

Noise impacts also could be reduced with careful design and land use controls on undeveloped 
land in the study area. The City and Town could implement land use plans and zoning that would 
ensure compatibility of land uses with existing and anticipated noise environments. For example, 
outdoor restaurants sited in the Waterfront development areas would be least likely to disturb 
residents. Uses involving truck loading areas or machinery operation should be designed to avoid 
impacts on existing residential uses. These measures would help avoid perceived impacts (i.e., 
noise impacts that may not be significant by accepted standards, but that are perceived as 
undesirable by residents). 

Increased Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) measures could be implemented to reduce the number of single-occupancy vehicles and 
trips. Any reduction in traffic would correspondingly decrease traffic noise levels. 

Traffic management measures also could reduce road noise levels. They could consist of 
prohibition of certain types of vehicles in certain areas or at certain times, such as on roads adjacent 
to the park. 
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4.7.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

No significant impacts would remain under any of the alternatives assuming implementation of the 
recommended mitigations. 

4.8 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

This section provides a summary of the Hazardous Materials Technical Appendix, which contains 
a more detailed analysis. 

4.8.1 Background and Analysis Methodology 

The impacts analyzed in this DEIS address development that will occur after the Smelter Site has 
been remediated. Analysis of future Smelter Site development constraints, potential impacts, and 
specific mitigation measures for implementation of the development alternatives requires a review 
of historic background information regarding hazardous materials remediation. This section 
includes a description of referenced information and methodology used to mitigate hazardous 
materials during remediation. It also provides a summary of the methods and sources of 
information used to determine the potential impacts of the hazardous materials for implementation 
of the build alternatives. Studies and other data referenced in this section were originally 
assembled to direct and support the CERCLA Superfund Remediation of the Smelter Site. 

The documents noted below are available at the City and are incorporated into this DEIS by 
reference. 

As described in Section 1, Project Description, and Section 2, Alternatives, the development 
considered below represents the final step in restoring the Smelter Site to beneficial use. When the 
alternatives are ready for implementation, the Smelter Site will have been completely remediated 
and prepared for subsequent development to the extent selected from the available alternatives. To 
analyze impacts, each build alternative was compared to the condition following remediation (i.e., 
No Action Alternative). However, for background information and understanding of how future 
development is subject to before remediation activities, some discussion of the Smelter Site 
conditions, possible impacts, and mitigation measures relating to the RA is included. The study 
area for the analyses in this section consists of the Smelter Site shown in Figures 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3 
in Section 1, Project Description, of this DEIS. 

Asarco operated a copper smelter and refinery on the site for nearly three-quarters of a century. 
Extensive Smelter Site characterization regarding hazardous materials has been developed. The 
hazardous materials of concern include heavy metals, such as copper, arsenic, lead, zinc, 
antimony, mercury, chromium, cadmium, and nickel. 

On September 10, 1986, Asarco and the EPA entered into an Administrative Order on Consent in 
which Asarco agreed to conduct a RI/Feasibility Study (FS) at the Smelter Site. The RI was 
conducted in three phases: Phase I and Phase II in 1987 and 1988, respectively; and Phase III in 
1991 and 1992 (Hydrometries 1988, 1992). The FS was completed in May 1993 (Hydrometries 
1993). 

The purpose of the RI was to determine the nature and extent of hazardous materials contamination 
as well as the physical characteristics of the Smelter Site. The scope of the RI characterized the 
physical and chemical nature of potential pathways for transport of inorganic and organic 
constituents, and included studies of air quality, surface water, surface soil, groundwater, 
subsurface stratigraphy, and marine sediment. In addition, a Site Risk Assessment also was 
conducted and is included as part of the RI report. 
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The purpose of the FS was to present remediation alternatives for Asarco plant site hazardous 
materials and impacted areas identified during the RI. In accordance with EPA guidelines, the FS 
used a phased approach to develop remediation alternatives. Phase I assembled technology 
combinations into alternatives; Phase II refined and screened remedial action alternatives to reduce 
the number of alternatives for detailed analysis; and Phase III screened media alternatives into 
sitewide remediation actions with respect to effectiveness, implementability, and costs. 

From the information developed in the RI/FS process, the EPA developed a proposed plan and 
solicited public comment regarding cleanup of the Asarco smelter and slag peninsula (EPA, 1994 ). 
Following the proposed plan, the EPA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) (EPA, 1995) outlining 
the selected remedy. The selected remedy meets the requirements of protection of human health 
and the environment and complies with all Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 
(ARARs). 

On June 24, 1996, a Consent Decree (U.S. Department of Justice, 1996) was lodged with the 
court binding the U.S. and Asarco to implement the ROD remedy for Remedial Design (RD), RA, 
and Operation and Maintenance at the Smelter Site as set forth in the Consent Decree, Appendix C, 
Statement of Work (SOW). 

The SOW details the RD and RA activities that must be performed at the Smelter Site to satisfy the 
Performance Standards set forth in the ROD and Consent Decree. The selected remedy for the 
Smelter Site includes the following primary activities: 

• Excavate and dispose the source area soils and granular slag into an OCF to be constructed 
with surface and groundwater diversion controls. Construct the OCF to withstand earthquakes 
and landslides to the extent practicable; 

• Cap the entire Smelter Site with the possible exception of the Stack Hill area. Place 
Ruston/north Tacoma residential soils over the contaminated soil/slag as a "sub-base," except 
over the OCF; 

• Demolish all remaining buildings and structures on the Smelter Site; 

• Plug and abandon or remove the entire existing surface water drainage system and replace with 
a system compatible with postremediation uses; 

• Determine the extent of shoreline erosion to determine where shoreline armoring should be 
placed; and anchor armoring on the slag face; 

• Continue monitoring surface and groundwater; and 

• Integrate remediation with future land uses by developing institutional controls that ensure the 
following: (1) the integrity of the remediation activities is continued; (2) future remediation 
measures will not be prevented or hindered by development activities; (3) little or no remaining 
contaminants of concern are exposed or released during future (postremediation) excavation; 
and (4) the use of groundwater at the Smelter Site will be prohibited, and markers or signs for 
future users and occupiers of the Smelter Site will be provided. 

To implement cleanup through RD and RA as set forth in the ROD, the Consent Decree, and the 
SOW, RD Reports (RDRs) were developed for each primary RD/RA activity (Hydrometries, 
1996). 

To govern land use integration and future Smelter Site development requirements during Smelter 
Site remediation, a DA (Asarco, 1996) between the Stakeholders (City, Town, MPD, and Asarco) 
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was signed. The DA also placed deed restrictions to ensure postremediation compliance with the 
Consent Decree and all programs developed thereunder, such as institutional controls, to safeguard 
the effectiveness of the remediation. 

As a result of the DA, Asarco will prepare an MDP that will provide the redevelopment program 
for the Smelter Site. The MDP will be based upon and in conformance with the PDR, 
(Merritt+Pardini/Sasaki and Associates, 1996). The PDR provides guidance to the RD/RA design 
team in setting out the measures that will be taken to allow remediation to be compatible with a 
range of end use development potentials. 

The PDR defines the kinds of Smelter Site improvements that will be designed to create pad-ready 
conditions for subsequent development and the scope of development options. The PDR and 
subsequent MDP also outline improvements that must be installed during remediation to avoid 
subsequent or repeated disturbance of soils below the protective Smelter Site cap. Pad-ready 
development areas and Park Tracts will have all required remedial work complete with site 
preparation and infrastructure improvements developed concurrent with remediation. The DA deed 
restrictions and programs of institutional controls, etc., will safeguard the effectiveness of 
remediation and provide requirements to protect human health if it becomes necessary to breach the 
protective cap. 

4.8.2 Affected Environment 

The environment affected by the development alternatives is the Smelter Site as it will exist at the 
completion of remediation. These conditions are described in Section 1, Project Description, and 
Section 2, Alternatives, of this DEIS and in the above-referenced documents. In summary, 
remediation will leave the Smelter Site in a permanently stable condition with enough new 
infrastructure in place to allow further development for beneficial use, without requiring 
disturbance of the protective features. 

During remediation, Smelter Site soils containing metal concentrations at such a level to as fail the 
Toxic Characteristics Leaching Procedure (TCLP) test will be placed in the OCF. Metal-bearing 
soils removed from the nearby residential yard remediation (Ruston Soils) project will be imported 
and used as subgrade fill. Some of the soils remaining in place after completion of remediation 
will contain elevated metals concentrations as well. Consequently, a low permeability, multi
component protective cap will be constructed over the entire Smelter Site as part of remediation. A 
protective cover liner system over the OCF will serve to cap that portion of the Smelter Site. The 
capped Smelter Site will in turn be covered with an engineered fill of clean soils. It is anticipated 
that, with the possible exception of certain foundations required under the High-Intensity 
Alternative, all new infrastructure and development contemplated in the build alternatives will be 
constructed in these clean surf ace soils without disturbing the cap or the soils beneath. 

As a result, environmental media, such as soils, air, surface water, and groundwater, are isolated 
from further contact with elevated metals concentrations. Protection of human health and the 
environment is thereby achieved. 

4.8.3 Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

The No Action Alternative assumes that the remediation specified in the Consent Decree has been 
performed and that the Smelter Site infrastructure and development needed to reach pad-ready 
conditions are already in place. The hazardous materials aspects of the Smelter Site have been 
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thoroughly explored; consequently, RA would be designed to minimize impacts and mitigate those 
which remain. As a result, no construction impacts concerning hazardous materials associated 
with the No Action Alternative would occur. 

Under the No Action Alternative, basic Park infrastructure and facilities to accommodate pad-ready 
conditions also would be provided during remediation. These improvements are fully described in 
Section 1, Project Description, and Section 2, Alternatives. Because Park infrastructure and 
facilities also would be in place under the No Action Alternative, no impacts associated with their 
construction would occur. 

The Smelter Site cap would be constructed concurrently with the other remediation activities; 
therefore, the integrity of the protective cap and the OCF cover liner system would not be 
impacted. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

For the development areas, the construction effort required under any of the build alternatives is 
considered to be only that which is necessary to complete each alternative to the Low-, Medium- or 
High-Intensity condition as specified on an already prepared (pad-ready) site. The only disturbance 
to the earth would consist of excavation, grading and construction of foundations, subsurface 
utilities hookups for the buildings, and associated infrastructure development, such as roadway 
widening. This would be completed within the clean fill above the cap. The Low-Intensity 
Alternative does not require improvement of any offsite infrastructures. Construction of the 
buildings and parking facilities would temporarily create areas of exposed soils; however, no 
excavation into the Smelter Site cap would be required. 

Although no construction in or near the cap is anticipated to implement this alternative, special care 
would be taken to maintain the integrity of the protective cap and the OCF cover liner system 
during construction. To control exposure risks from breaches of the cap, a health and safety plan, 
fire protection plan, site operation and maintenance plan, and institutional controls would be in 
place as part of Smelter Site RA. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Construction impacts for Alternative 3 are the same as those described under Alternative 2, except 
that some offsite infrastructure (e.g., marginal or inadequate utilities) may need to be developed or 
improved to support the projected intensity of use. For off site infrastructure, no impacts involving 
hazardous materials would occur because construction would take place outside the area in which 
hazardous materials are known to exist. 

Alternative 4: Hi~h-Intensity 

Construction impacts for Alternative 4 are the same as those described under Alternatives 2 and 3, 
except that some buildings may need to exceed four stories to achieve the desired density of use. 
These buildings may in tum require specialized foundation systems that might involve piling or 
caissons that penetrate the cap. To control exposure and environmental risks from breaches of the 
cap, a health and safety plan, fire protection plan, site operations and maintenance plan, and 
institutional controls would be in place as part of the Smelter Site RA. 
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Operation Impacts (Direct and Indirect) 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Ongoing operation and maintenance of the facilities constructed during RA may result in minor 
impacts as outlined below. 

Much of the Smelter Site infrastructure included in the No Action Alternative would be 
underground, (e.g., utilities). The only surface features of these utilities would be their access and 
operating points, such as manholes, catchbasins, utility vaults, and valve boxes. The systems 
would be designed such that their actual operation and normal maintenance via these access points 
would result in no disruption or adverse effects to the Smelter Site cap. Because all infrastructure 
is anticipated to be constructed in the clean soils overlying the cap, repair or replacement of these 
facilities would not require excavation deep enough to impact the cap. However unlikely, the cap 
could be breached during excavation efforts by inattentive workers. To control impacts from such 
an occurrence, various plans and operating procedures (e.g., health and safety plan, operations and 
maintenance plan, fire protection plan, and institutional controls) would be in place. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Operation of the facilities constructed under the Low-Intensity Alternative would be mostly passive 
and would not be associated with adverse impacts from hazardous materials. 

As noted above under Alternative 1, normal routine maintenance of surface or subsurface facilities 
would not result in adverse impacts from hazardous materials. However, repair or replacement of 
these facilities could risk breaching the protective cap or the OCF cover liner. 

At more intensive development levels, an increased frequency of maintenance and repair effort 
would be required. Rather than increasing the potential for impacting hazardous materials, this 
increased maintenance activity is likely to provide a higher level of protectiveness, by requiring 
more frequent Smelter Site inspections and increased awareness by maintenance personnel of 
institutional controls, health and safety plans, fire protection plans, and operation and maintenance 
plans. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Operation impacts for Alternative 3 would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Operation impacts for Alternative 4 would be the same as described under Alternatives 2 and 3. 

Cumulative Impacts 

All Alternatives 

The protective features incorporated in RD would be designed to either remove, treat, or isolate 
onsite hazardous materials. RA would be performed in a sequenced, orderly process to incur the 
least and shortest duration of construction impact possible, leaving the Smelter Site in a 
permanently stable condition with hazardous materials contained in an OCF and other wastes 
protected by an impermeable cap. No cumulative impacts for hazardous materials would result 
from development of any of the build alternatives. 
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4.8.4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

Alternative 1: No Action 

No mitigation measures would be required under the No Action Alternative. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Because Smelter Site infrastructure and development features would already be in place as part of 
RA, earthwork would be essentially complete, (see Section 4.1, Earth). As noted under Section 
4.8.3, Impacts, Construction Impacts, the only further disturbance to the earth would consist of 
excavation, grading, and construction of foundations and subsurface utilities hookups for the 
buildings, parking areas, and associated amenities. Although no construction-related impacts 
should occur, the potential for erosion and subsequent health risk exposure and damage to the cap 
because of temporary excavations could be mitigated by following the health and safety plan, fire 
protection plan, operation and maintenance plan, institutional controls, and conventional 
construction erosion control practices and technology. These plans include the applicable erosion 
and sedimentation control BMPs recommended by Ecology for use within the Puget Sound Basin 
(Ecology, 1992) followed by construction of the permanent protective surface per design 
specifications, (e.g., asphalt, concrete, vegetated areas, etc.). 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Mitigation measures for Alternative 3 are the same as those described under Alternative 2. 
Construction of the off site infrastructure improvements would not have any impacts on hazardous 
materials. Mitigation measures are the same as those identified for their onsite counterparts. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Mitigation measures for Alternative 4 are the same as those described under Alternatives 2 and 3. 

Operation 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Mitigation measures for operations under Alternative 1 consist of erosion controls because of 
temporary excavations that may be required for major repairs. Mitigation consists of the use of 
conventional construction erosion control practices and technology. These include the applicable 
erosion and sedimentation control BMPs recommended by Ecology for use within the Puget Sound 
Basin followed by reconstruction of the permanent protective surface that was disturbed. 
Excavation damage to the protective cap and OCF cover liner system would be mitigated by 
adherence to the Smelter Site operations and maintenance plan, health and safety plan, fire 
protection plan, and institutional controls. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Alternative 2 has the same operation mitigation measures as those described under Alternative 1, 
except that with repair and replacement of facilities, a risk exists for breaching the protective cap or 
the OCF cover liner. To mitigate and control impacts from such an occurrence, various plans 
including health and safety, fire protection, operation and maintenance, and institutional controls, 
would be in place as mitigation measures during operation. 
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Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Alternative 3 has the same operation mitigation measures as those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Alternative 4 has the same operation mitigation measures as those described under Alternatives 2 
and 3. 

Cumulative 

All Alternatives 

Because no cumulative impacts are associated with the No Action or build alternatives, no 
cumulative mitigation measures would be necessary. 

4.8.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

No significant adverse impacts related to hazardous materials would occur that cannot be mitigated 
as part of the No Action Alternative, which includes RA. Minor impacts regarding hazardous 
materials that might occur through implementation of the build alternatives can be mitigated through 
implementation of erosion and sedimentation BMPs and compliance with the Smelter Site health 
and safety plan, fire protection plan, operation and maintenance plan, and institutional controls. 

4.9 AESTHETICS 

The Aesthetics resources analysis was conducted to address scoping comments addressing views 
and design compatibility of the alternatives with the adjacent neighborhoods. For purposes of this 
analysis, photographs reflect current Smelter Site conditions because photographs of the Smelter 
Site after remediation, which is not yet complete, are obviously not available. However, baseline 
conditions for analysis of impacts are those following the remediation of the Smelter Site (No 
Action Alternative). Section 4.9.2, Affected Environment, indicates visual differences in the 
Smelter Site as it currently appears and after remediation. 

4.9.1 Background and Analysis Methodology 

Scenic quality and viewer sensitivity are key factors used to describe visual resources. Scenic 
quality denotes an observer's impression of the physical features of the landscape, including both 
natural features (landforms, vegetation, water, and soils) and human modifications (roads, 
buildings, utility lines, paved surfaces, etc.). In combination, natural and manmade features create 
the distinguishable line, form, color, and texture of the overall landscape, which is evaluated for its 
scenic qualities based on distinctiveness, variety, harmony, balance, and uniqueness. 

Methodology 

Viewer sensitivity is a function of angle, location, and distance of the views as well as the number 
of observers who have access to these views. Thus, a pristine and visually interesting area to 
which the public is currently denied access would have a lower viewer sensitivity than a landscape 
often seen by the public, despite the inherent scenic quality of the former. Similarly, landscape 
features in the distant background lose clarity and are generally less sensitive to modification than 
are foreground features. For purposes of this analysis, landscapes are described for three general 
distance zones: foreground setting (within 300 feet); middle ground setting (300 feet to 0.5 mile); 
and background setting (more than 0.5 mile). 
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Visual resources in the Smelter Site were evaluated through Smelter Site visits in which photos 
were taken from sensitive viewing points (January and February 1997) and through review of 
topographic maps of the Smelter Site. Locations of the photo view points are shown in Figure 
4.9-1 and described below. 

The purpose of this section is to illustrate and analyze the alternatives as they relate to the physical 
context of the adjacent neighborhoods and to analyze views from the Smelter Site to the adjacent 
area if the alternatives were developed. 

Because of the Smelter Site topography, views were determined based on relative elevations of the 
Smelter Site and their relationship to the elevations of the surrounding adjacent areas. 

Viewsheds were evaluated within the identified direct area of impact (foreground) and in the area of 
indirect impact (middleground and background). A determination was made regarding the 
significance of each area to be potentially impacted. If adverse effects were identified, mitigation 
measures were suggested. 

For purposes of this section, both the existing visual conditions and postremediation conditions are 
considered. The postremediation conditions are evaluated primarily based on the Smelter Site 
elevations and the elevations of the proposed structures to be developed within each development 
area. In addition, this section evaluates potential design and visual quality relative to the potential 
design of the alternatives. 

4.9.2 Affected Environment 

Current Site Conditions 

The proposed project consists of development of approximately 80 acres of former heavy industrial 
property. The majority of the Smelter Site is located on Commencement Bay with a small adjacent 
portion (Stack Hill) upland of the main area of the Smelter Site. The majority of the structures that 
previously existed onsite have been demolished. All structures will be removed as a part of the 
Smelter Site remediation. The main area of the Smelter Site is generally flat, bordering on 
Commencement Bay. Views from the Smelter Site include lands located directly across the bay, 
portions of the Tacoma Port, and Mount Rainier. 

The Smelter Site also is visible from distant locations across Commencement Bay depending on the 
visibility because of weather conditions. Portions of the Smelter Site are somewhat visible from a 
distance of approximately 0.5 mile along Ruston Way. 

For purposes of this evaluation, several photographs were taken within areas located in the 
adjacent neighborhoods, as described above. The photographs reflect the current conditions of the 
Smelter Site rather than the postremediation conditions. These locations are listed below (Figure 4-
9. l identifies photo locations): 

View Point 1: Facing east from Stack Hill toward the Fine Ore Building and Commencement 
Bay. 

View Point 2: View of Smelter Site from above the Stack Hill area, facing northward. 

View Point 3: View from the top of the hillside that could potentially serve as the borrow area 
for the Smelter Site. If used, the hillside would be graded. 

View Point 4: View of boat launch. 
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FIGURE 4. 9-1 

LOCATIONS OF 
PHOTO VIEWPOINTS 
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View Point 5: View of the Smelter Site from atop North 51st Street facing Smelter Site, 
Commencement Bay, and Vashon Island. 

View Point 6: View of Smelter Site from MPD property, facing southeast. 

View Point 7: View of Smelter Site from center of main development area toward the southeast. 

View Point 8: View of Smelter Site from Bennett Street (location used for computer depiction). 

View Point 9: View of Smelter Site from dock area facing northwest toward adjacent 
neighborhood in the distance. 

View Point 10: View of the Smelter Site from Winifred Street Bridge facing BNRR tracks and 
adjacent neighborhood. This photograph illustrates the topographical difference 
between the main portion of the Smelter Site and the adjacent neighborhood. 

View Point 11: View of Smelter Site from Bennett Street facing east on 52nd Street. 
Commencement Bay and Browns Point area are in the distant background. 

View Point 12: Facing east toward Tacoma Yacht Club Access Drive. Portions of the hillside 
will be removed. 

Figures 4.9-2 through 4.9-7 provide photographs of the above view points. 

As noted in the photographs, much of the Smelter Site is in a current state of degradation. Many of 
the original foundations remain onsite as does stagnant water. The Stack Hill area has been graded 
and is currently dirt and rubble surrounded by a cyclone fence. The majority of the Smelter Site is 
fenced. 

Postremediation Site Conditions _ 

Proposed elevations (No Action Alternative: Postremediation) within the majority of the proposed 
development area are at approximately 20-22 feet above sea level (asl). This area would include 
Development Areas W-1, W-2, C-1, C-3, Breakwater Peninsula, and Crescent Park Promenade. 
The area containing the OCF and the proposed Roundabout Road are at approximately 30-40 feet 
asl. Development Area U-1, which lies adjacent to the Roundabout and Development Area C-1, is 
at approximately 36 feet asl. From these areas, the slope increases dramatically. Development 
Areas U-2 and U-3 are located above the majority of the Smelter Site area at approximately 143 and 
170 feet asl, respectively. 

A primary area of visibility evaluated includes the area located between Pearl, Bennett, North 51 st, 
and North 54th Streets. The majority of this area is at approximately 175 feet asl, which equates to 
an elevation of approximately 150 feet above the main development area. The area consists of 12 
square blocks and is approximately 600-1,800 feet from the main development area. 

A secondary area of visibility evaluated would be the area located south of North 51 st Street and 
north of North 48th Street, between Pearl and Baltimore Streets (400-2,000 feet from the main 
development area). This area also is located at approximately 175 feet asl, and is adjacent to 
Development Areas U-2 and U-3 (175 feet asl). The area is relatively flat, and many residences' 
views are blocked by other residences, depending on their location. 

The area located southeast of Baltimore Street and north of North 48th Street contains Development 
Areas U-2 and U-3, which are located at the ridge of a sloped area extending from Ruston Way to 
North 48th Street. Much of this area southeast of Development Areas U-2 and U-3 is vacant 

Smelter Site EIS 
6941034. l 4-64 

I 
I 
:1, 

"I: 

I 
I 
1: 
!I 
II 
j, ,, 
,, 

' I 
I 
I ,, 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Viewpoint 1-View of site, facing east from Stack Hill 

Viewpoint 2-View of site from above the Stack Hill area, facing northward. 

Source: Neeley & Company 1997 

FIGURE 4-9-2 

PHOTOS OF REPRESENTATIVE VIEWS 



Viewpoint 3-View from the top of the hillside that could 

potentially serve as the borrow area. 

Viewpoint 4-View of boat launch 

Source: Neeley & Company 1997 

FIGURE 4-9-3 

PHOTOS OF REPRESENTATIVE VIEWS 
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Viewpoint 5-View of the site from atop North 51 st Street facing 

site, Commencement Bay, and Vashon Island. 

Viewpoint 6-View of the site from MPD property, facing southwest 

Source: Neeley & Company 1997 

FIGURE 4-9-4 

PHOTOS OF REPRESENTATIVE VIEWS 



Viewpoint 7- View of Site from Center of main development 

area toward the southeast. 

Viewpoint 8-View of site from Bennett Street. 

Source: Neeley & Company 1997 

FIGURE 4-9-5 

PHOTOS OF REPRESENTATIVE VIEWS 
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Viewpoint 9: View of site from dock area facing northwest toward 

adjacent neighborhood in the distance. 

Viewpoint 10: View of the site from the Winifred Street Bridge facing the 

Burlington Northern Railroad tracks. 

Source: Neeley & Company 1997 

FIGURE 4-9-6 

PHOTOS OF REPRESENTATIVE VIEWS 



Viewpoint 11 : View of site from Bennett Street facing east on 52nd 

Street. 

Viewpoint 12: View of Tacoma Yacht Club Access Drive, facing eastward. 

Source: Neeley & Company 1997 

FIGURE 4-9-7 

PHOTOS OF REPRESENTATIVE VIEWS 
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because of the extreme slope, with the exception of scattered residences along Ferdinand and 
Orchard Streets. 

As indicated by the elevations, the majority of the Smelter Site is distinctly separated from the 
adjacent neighborhoods by topography, with the exception of Development Areas U-2 and U-3. 

4.9.3 Impacts 

For purposes of this analysis, a significant aesthetic impact is defined as one that has a substantial 
and demonstrable negative aesthetic effect. For the purposes of this DEIS, the criteria that define 
such an impact are the substantial obstruction of long-range views of unique environmental or 
manmade features. 

Construction Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

No construction would occur; therefore, there would be no construction-related impacts. 

All Build Alternatives 

Impacts to visual quality could occur from long-term construction. Because of the nature of the 
project, construction could occur over a number of years. Cranes and large equipment could be 
visible from adjacent areas with direct or indirect views of the area. The area has been under a state 
of demolition and degradation for a number of years. Views of construction would be considered 
less obtrusive than those of the current conditions. 

Operation Impacts (Direct and Indirect) 

Alternative 1: No Action 

No development would occur; therefore; no potential for view blockage would occur from any of 
the adjacent areas. Postremedial conditions specify the installation of some interior roadways and a 
vegetative cover. A possibility exists that the undeveloped areas could be fenced or blocked off. 
Under the No Action Alternative, potential exists for the Smelter Site to appear as an underutilized 
or undeveloped property. 

All Build Alternatives 

Under all build alternatives, potential exists for some view blockage depending on the elevations 
and the proximity of the development areas to the adjacent neighborhoods. The quality of the 
Smelter Site's visual character also would be highly dependent on the character, mass, height, 
scale, and design of the development. Specific elements of project design, such as modulation, 
doors, windows, roof lines, facade, and other characters that add visual interest, can be mitigated. 

Sketches have been prepared using computer-aided design (CAD) to model each development area. 
Because design features have not been determined, the sketches are based on a worst-case impact 
in terms of design facade (see Figures 4.9-8, 4.9-9, and 4.9-10). For purposes of analysis, 
Viewpoint 8 was used to model the actual view of the site. This location was selected as it 
provides the best view of the site among existing view points on the site. The build alternatives 
would therefore be most visible from this view point. For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed 
that under all build alternatives, building heights could be developed at two (24 feet) to four stories 
(48 feet), with the exception of the High-Intensity Alternative, which could be as much as five 
stories (60 feet). Proposed building heights and mass have been indicated on Figures 2-2 through 
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2-4 (Section 2, Alternatives). These elements are discussed as follows based on the proposed 
features of each build alternative. The site plans as depicted and analyzed represent one possible 
design configuration for the purpose of analysis. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

The Low-Intensity Alternative proposes minimal development (241,000 square feet). Proposed 
structures are not intended to exceed two stories on all development areas. All structures could be 
set back from the water approximately 100 feet. Surface parking areas are proposed to be directed 
toward the upland portion of the Smelter Site on Development Areas W-1, W-2, C-1, C-3, and U-
1. Surface parking areas on Development Areas U-2 and U-3 would be located perpendicular to 
Baltimore Street, allowing view access between the buildings. Based on the elevations of the 
majority of the Smelter Site, the building roof lines would be approximately 130 feet below the 
street level of the adjacent neighborhoods. Views would be directed toward the roof lines of the 
buildings and the surrounding parking areas. In most instances it is unlikely that views of 
Commencement Bay would be obstructed. Buildings on Development Areas U-2 and U-3 would 
be similar in height to the adjacent neighborhood, as many of the houses located in the area are one 
to two stories tall. With the application of visually aesthetic design and landscaping, development 
of the Low-Intensity Alternative would have little or no impact on the adjacent neighborhoods (see 
Section 4.9.4, Mitigation Measures). 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

The Medium-Intensity Alternative proposes approximately 992,000 square feet of onsite 
development. Proposed structures could be as high as four stories with a portion of parking to be 
located under the buildings. Development Areas W-1 and W-2 assume development of structures 
up to four stories. Four-story structures could be located directly on the waterfront (along the 
esplanade) with some surface parking adjacent to Ruston Way on Development Area W-1. Two 
four-story buildings are being considered on Development Area W-2, one adjacent to Ruston Way 
and one perpendicular to Ruston Way. Surface parking could be located between the buildings. 
Development Area C-1 considers a total of four structures, three located along the edge of Crescent 
Park and one perpendicular to Ruston Way. Surface parking could be located adjacent to Ruston 
Way. The three structures located adjacent to Crescent Park could consist of a single-story 
structure along the edge of the park (waterward) and a four-story structure landward (three flo,xs 
and one floor of parking). Similar development is being considered on Development Area C-2. 
Development Area U-1 proposes two structures. One structure could be parallel to the extension of 
Baltimore Street and is being considered to be three and one-half stories tall (two floors and one 
and one-half floors of parking). The second structure could be adjacent to Ruston Way and could 
be four stories tall. Development Areas U-2 and U-3 could consist of five structures ranging from 
one to three stories tall. 

Minimal obstruction of views of Commencement Bay could occur at areas in the proximity of 
Ferdinand Street and Ruston Way, Ferdinand Street and North 49th Street, area surrounding 
Commercial Street between Baltimore and Bennett Streets, North 51 st and Highland Streets, and 
particularly along Bennett Street from the height and proximity of structures proposed on all 
development areas. Based on the elevations of the majority of the Smelter Site, the building roof 
lines would be approximately 110 feet below street level of the adjacent neighborhoods. Based on 
aesthetically pleasing design and modulation of the structures, this impact could be minimized to a 
level of insignificance. Parking areas would be highly visible and appropriate design and 
landscaping would reduce the visual impact of the paved area. Overall, the impacts with the 
application of appropriate mitigation, as listed below, would be minimal. 

Development of three-story structures on Development Areas U-2 and U-3 could create an impact 
on adjacent neighborhoods. The proposed structures could exceed the heights of the surrounding 
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View of Alternative 2 from Bennett Street facing in a southeasterly direction. Graphic depiction represents site area 
only. Red buildings represent Building Areas U-2 and U-3 and yellow buildings represent Building Area U-1. The gray 
buildings in the background represent the remainder of the site. The cutaway on the right-hand side of the graphic 
depiction indicates the boundary of the Asarco property. 

View of Alternative 2 from Park Development Area "O" facing in a southeasterly direction. White buildings represent 
development on Building Areas W-1, W-2, C-1, and C-2. The yellow buildings represent development on Building Area 
U-1. As indicated on the graphic depiction, the view of Commencement Bay is not blocked by the proposed develop
ment represented in Alternative 1 . 

NEELEY & 
COMPANY 

FIGURE 4.9-8 

LOW INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE 2-
GRAPHIC DEPICTION OF SITE 
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View of Alternative 3 from Bennett Street facing in a southeasterly direction. Graphic depiction represents site area only. 
Buildings in the right hand portion of the depiction represent Building Areas U-2 and U-3 and the buildings in the middle 
represent Building Area U-1. The gray buildings in the background represent the remainder of the site. The cutaway on 
the right-hand side of the graphic depiction indicates the boundary of the Asarco property. 

View of Alternative 3 from Park Development Area "O" facing in a southeasterly direction. White buildings to the left in 
the depiction represent development on Building Areas W-1, W-2, C-1 , and C-2. The middle buildings represent devel
opment on Building Area U-1. As indicated on the graphic depiction, the view of Commencement Bay is not blocked by 
the proposed development represented in Alternative 3, nor do the structures dominate the site. 

NEELEY & 

COMPANY 

FIGURE 4.9-9 

MEDIUM INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE 3-
GRAPHIC DEPICTION OF SITE 
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View of Alternative 4 from Bennett Street facing in a southeasterly direction. Graphic depiction represents site area 
only. Buildings in the right hand portion of the depiction represent Building Areas U-2 and U-3 and the buildings in the 
middle represent Building Area U-1. The gray buildings in the background represent the remainder of the site. The 
cutaway on the right-hand side of the graphic depiction indicates the boundary of the Asarco property. 

View of Alternative 4 from Park Development Area "O" facing in a southeasterly direction. Buildings in the middle and 
to the left represent development on Building Areas W-1, W-2, C-1, and C-2. The buildings on the far right represent 
development on Building Area U-1. As indicated on the graphic depiction, the view of Commencement Bay is minimally 
blocked by the proposed development represented in Alternative 4, however the buildings do appear to dominate the 
site. 

NEELEY & 
COMPANY 

FIGURE 4.9-10 

HIGH INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE 4-
GRAPHIC DEPICTION OF SITE 
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structures and could seem out of place in the neighborhood, particularly if the use was not directly 
compatible. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

The High-Intensity Alternative considers approximately 1.9 million square feet of development on 
the Smelter Site. Proposed structures could be as tall as six stories with a portion of parking to be 
located under the buildings. Development Areas W-1 and W-2 assume development of structures 
five to six stories tall. Five-story structures would be located directly on the waterfront. On both 
development areas, five- to six-level parking structures would be located directly adjacent to 
Ruston Way. In addition, surface parking would be located between the buildings. Development 
Area C-1 proposes a total of five structures, two located along the edge of Crescent park, two 
parallel to Ruston Way, and one three-story structure perpendicular to Ruston Way. Surf ace 
parking would be located between the structures. Four structures up to five stories tall are 
proposed for development on Development Area C-2. Development Area U-1 proposes two 
structures. One structure would be parallel to the extension of Baltimore Street and is proposed to 
be four and one-half stories tall (three floors and one and one-half floors of parking). The second 
structure would be adjacent to Ruston Way and would be the same as previously described. 
Development Areas U-2 and U-3 would consist of four structures ranging from two to four stories 
tall. 

Minimal obstruction of views of Commencement Bay could occur at areas in the proximity of 
Ferdinand Street and Ruston Way, Ferdinand Street and North 49th Street, area surrounding 
Commercial Street between Baltimore and Bennett Streets, North 51st Street and Highland Street, 
and particularly along Bennett Street because of the height and proximity of structures proposed on 
all development areas. Even with the application of design mitigation measures, it is unlikely that 
the impact of this level of development could be reduced to a level of insignificance. Parking areas 
would be highly visible, and appropriate design and landscaping would reduce the visual impact of 
the paved areas. However, the overall impact based on the intensity of the development would 
remain significant. 

Development of four-story structures on Development Areas U-2 and U-3 could create an impact 
on adjacent neighborhoods. The proposed structures would exceed the heights of the surrounding 
structures and could seem out of place in the neighborhood because of the abrupt change in scale 
and character of the area. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No-cumulative impacts are anticipated under the No Action alternative. Cumulative impacts under 
the Low- and Medium-Intensity Alternatives would be insignificant. Under the High-Intensity 
Alternative, significant cumulative impacts could occur as a result of the extensive changes in the 
character and scale of the area. 

4.9.4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Construction onsite would not occur; therefore, no mitigation would be necessary. 

All Build Alternatives 

No mitigation is proposed. It is not possible to diminish the impacts created by construction. 
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Operation 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Development onsite would not occur; therefore, no mitigation would be necessary. 

All Build Alternatives 

Design features that would mitigate aesthetic impacts are currently being considered in the 
development of the MDP for the Smelter Site. At this time, these design features are not fully 
incorporated in the alternatives or in the local plans, policies and regulations. In developing these 
features and amendments to the plan, the following mitigation measures could be applicable to all 
build alternatives: 

• Establish height limits or zoning criteria on an area-by-area basis that would protect views 
while allowing design and development flexibility. 

• Consider terracing or stepping buildings from the sides and the waterfront as height increases 
to increase the view corridor provided. 

• Provide a design review process that considers Smelter Site-specific view impacts. 

• Amend City and Town shoreline regulations and planning documents to reflect appropriate 
design elements. In amending these documents consider the following: 

- Height 
- Setbacks 
- View Corridors 
- Coverage, Open Space 
- Public Access 
- Public Amenities 
- Parking Design 
- Signage 
- Shoreline Edge Treatment 
- Landscaping 

• Consider the following items in the development of the MDP: 

- Character/Theme 
- Public Areas 
- Bulk and Scale 
- Building Materials 
- Color 
- Signage 
- Continuity /Compatibility 
- Avoidance of Blank Walls 
- Building Orientation 
- RoofLines 
- Landscaping 
- Screening 
- Lighting 
- Pedestrian Orientation 
- Building Exteriors 
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- Lighting 
- Pedestrian Orientation 
- Building Exteriors 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

No additional mitigation is proposed. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Reduce heights of the buildings located on Development Areas U-2 and U-3. Establish building 
setbacks from the waterfront on Development Areas W-1 and W-2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Reduce the scale/mass/heights of the buildings located within all development areas. 

Cumulative 

No mitigation is proposed. 

4.9.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

Under all build alternatives, impacts would remain because of Smelter Site construction. Some 
impacts would remain under the Medium-Intensity Alternative because of the development of 
buildings located on Development Areas U-2 and U-3 if the heights were to remain three stories. 
Under the High-Intensity Alternative, the scale of development and resulting alteration of the 
Smelter Site's existing visual character would be so substantial that they would constitute a 
significant impact after mitigation. 

4.10 TRANSPORTATION 

The transportation section of this DEIS describes transportation conditions associated with the 
postremediation development of the Smelter Site. The transportation analysis methodology has 
been selected to provide public decision makers with a basis for understanding transportation 
impacts that would occur at each of the alternative levels of Smelter Site development. In addition, 
this analysis identifies specific development levels at which thresholds of traffic impact require 
definable increases in the amount of transportation mitigation or additional infrastructure to sustain 
the cumulative impacts of Smelter Site development and background traffic growth. 

4.10.1 Background and Analysis Methodology 

This section first describes key aspects of the approach and methodology used in the transportation 
analysis. It includes the determination of the transportation study area, transportation analysis 
horizon years, Smelter Site development assumptions, and the use of the City's transportation 
model as a primary traffic forecast and assignment tool for evaluation of postremediation 
development traffic impacts. 

Transportation Study Area 

The study area for the transportation analysis (hereinafter referred to as the transportation study 
area) encompasses not only the immediate Smelter Site vicinity, but also includes more remote 
transportation facilities that may be impacted by project traffic. The limits of the study area and 
intersections for analysis was determined with input from the Town and City staff. The study area 
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is bordered on the south by Sixth A venue, on the east by Stevens Street and Commencement Bay, 
and on the west and north by the Tacoma Narrows (Figure 4.10-1 ). 

Transportation Analysis Year 

The base year for analysis of existing conditions is 1995-1996, the most recent years for which 
data are available. The analysis of long-term project impacts is conducted for 2010, and is 
consistent with the potential substantive buildout of the Smelter Site after remediation is completed. 
It is recognized that, at higher levels of ultimate development, actual buildout could continue 
beyond 2010. The City has developed a transportation model with 2010 traffic and land use 
forecasts, thus providing another basis for selecting 2010 as an appropriate analysis horizon year. 

Site Development Assumptions 

The project description indicates that a wide range of potential land uses could occur within the 
development areas identified on the Smelter Site. Industrial and residential developments would 
not occur. To ensure that critical peak-hour traffic conditions were not underestimated, the traffic 
analysis assumes that all development onsite would be classified as office park. Office park is a 
land use designation recognized by the Institute of Transportation Engineers that encompasses a 
wide range of office and ancillary uses, such as restaurants, banks, and service stations that are 
arranged in a park- or campus-like atmosphere. This designation is consistent with the intent of the 
proposed postremediation Smelter Site development, and would generally result in a worst-case 
level of weekday PM peak-hour traffic impacts because office parks are typically employment
based and have a high level of associated commuter activity. Another use, such as a church, could 
be developed; however, critical weekday PM peak-hour traffic impacts would generally be less 
than described for the office park use. 

Transportation Forecasts and Traffic Modeling 

Traffic forecasts for this DEIS were developed using the City traffic model. The City has used this 
traffic model as its primary basis for transportation planning and GMA concurrency determination. 
Thus, using the traffic model to forecast future traffic levels with and without further development 
of the Smelter Site ensures the maximum level of consistency between the results of this analysis 
and the City's long-range transportation planning. The City model was reviewed and approved by 
the Town's review staff, who have been fully integrated into the transportation analysis process. 

The TRANSPO Group refined the City's model by adding streets, such as Baltimore and Bennett 
Streets; modifying the trip tables to create a 1995 base year for calibration, and providing improved 
consistency to the trip distribution between 1995 and 2010. In addition, the onsite roadways from 
the postremediation development site plan also were coded into the traffic network. Such coding 
provides the most accurate basis for assigning future Smelter Site development traffic to the 
surrounding roadway and street network. 

SEPA/GMA Integration 

The Town currently has no defined methodology for evaluating transportation concurrency. The 
majority of the transportation study area lies within the City, which uses a two-level approach to 
analyze the transportation system for Growth Management Act (GMA) concurrency and SEP A. 
The City procedures for GMA concurrency evaluation focus on arterials for the entire City; SEPA 
evaluations are conducted on an intersection-by-intersection basis. For Smelter Site-specific 
evaluation, the concurrency methodology is not practical, and is recognized by City staff as not 
appropriate for application for this DEIS. 
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Thus, for purposes of this DEIS, a concurrency analysis of the transportation study area is 
presented to illustrate the function of the transportation study area relative to City concurrency 
guidelines. While it is recognized that this presentation is not specifically the same as the City's 
overall policy, focusing this presentation on the transportation study area, as opposed to the entire 
City, may prove useful in considering future impacts of Smelter Site development throughout the 
public review process. When actual Smelter Site development occurs (post-2003), it is possible 
that the City's process for evaluating concurrency may change. Actual concurrency may be 
evaluated as specific Smelter Site development proposals are made. SEP A evaluation is largely 
based on analysis of traffic conditions at key intersections. However, where appropriate, 
evaluation of key roadway segments, such as Ruston Way, also are included. 

4.10.2 Affected Environment 

Understanding traffic characteristics that exist within the Smelter Site vicinity provides a frame of 
reference for evaluating current and future traffic conditions. This section documents, the roadway 
network currently serving the Smelter Site, current traffic volume levels and characteristics, traffic 
operations, traffic accidents and traffic safety, pedestrian and bicycle travel, and other 
transportation modes. 

The original Smelter Site consisted of approximately 100 acres of industrial property on which 
Asarco Incorporated operated the now closed copper smelter. Based on trip generation 
characteristics outlined in the !TE Trip Generation Manual, the site generated between 600 and 700 
trips per day with approximately 200 occurring during the PM peak hour. The site has been closed 
for operation since 1993. 

Existing Roadway Network 

The Smelter Site is connected to the surrounding communities and regional facilities by two main 
arterials, Pearl Street (SR-16) and Ruston/Gallagher Way. Pearl Street is a north-south arterial that 
originates near Point Defiance Park and the Vashon ferry terminal on the north, and runs through 
the transportation study area to SR-16 and 1-5 on the south. It connects to the Smelter Site via 
North 51 st Street, which extends from Pearl Street eastward through the Town and becomes 
Gallagher Way. Gallagher Way continues in generally a southeastward direction through a tunnel 
under the smelter Stack Hill, and then becomes Ruston Way along the Commencement Bay 
waterfront. Ruston Way connects to 1-705 and 1-5 via Schuster Parkway. 

Other roadways in the transportation study area provide primarily local circulation and connections 
to the regional facilities. These roadways include North 46th Street, North 30th Street, Orchard 
Street, Stevens Street, Vassault Street, and Narrows Drive North/North 26th Street. 

Three roadways provide connections from the uplands residential area down the hillside to Ruston 
Way: Ferdinand Street/North 49th Street, North 36th Street/Alder Way, and McCarver Street (near 
North 30th Street). In addition, North 40th Street connects Ruston Way to Waterview Street 
(which runs parallel to Ruston Way, north of Alder Street), and Baltimore Street connects North 
51st Street/Gallagher Way to North 46th Street. The streets within the immediate Smelter Site 
vicinity vary in configuration, construction material, age, and condition. Most are asphaltic 
concrete or bituminous surface treatments of varying widths. Portions of the area are served by 
alleyways, most of which are paved and vary in width. Some streets have curb and gutters and/or 
sidewalks. Many of the streets are relatively old and may not meet current design standards. The 
roadway system serving the transportation study area is shown in Figure 4.10-2. Characteristics 
of specific roadway facilities are described in more detail in the Transportation Technical 
Appendix. 
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Traffic Volumes 

Traffic volumes provide the primary quantifiable data by which the current and future operation of 
the transportation system are measured. Traffic volumes provide a basis for classifying roadways 
by function, as well as assessing their performance relative to standard measures of capacity. 
Daily traffic volumes provide an understanding of overall traffic patterns and characteristics 
occurring in a transportation study area. Peak-hour traffic volumes provide a more specific basis 
for evaluating the operation of a roadway or intersection using widely accepted vehicle delay and 
capacity criteria. 

Traffic volume data were obtained from the City and WSDOT for roadways within the 
transportation study area. Data were supplemented with traffic counts collected by the TRANSPO 
Group in May and June 1995. A 3% growth rate was applied to the 1995 counts to reflect 1996 
traffic volumes. Data from the City were largely in the form of 24-hour mechanically-collected 
traffic volumes, which indicate average daily conditions based on directional traffic counts taken 
over a number of days. This data provided not only an indication of daily traffic, but an 
understanding of the relationship of peak-hour and weekend traffic volumes to conditions on an 
average weekday. 

Average weekday traffic volumes for the transportation study area are shown in Figure 4.10-3. 
The average daily traffic in the area varies from approximately 31,000 vehicles per day (vpd) on 
Pearl Street north of the SR-16 westbound on-ramp to less than 1,000 vpd on some local streets. 
Typical volumes on the arterial system range from 4,000 to 16,000 vpd. 

In the North 51st Street/Gallagher Way/Ruston Way corridor, the daily volume is approximately 
3,900 vpd near North Pearl Street and increases as the roadway proceeds east/southeast, reaching 
4,600 vpd north of North 49th Street and 13,000 vpd north of North 30th Street. Volumes along 
this corridor vary considerably depending on the time of year and weekend versus weekday. 
Summer traffic volumes are typically 20% greater than winter traffic volumes and produce a wide 
variation in weekend versus weekday volumes. Because the Commencement Bay waterfront along 
Ruston Way is a summer attraction, weekend volumes during favorable weather conditions can be 
between 25 and 45% higher than weekday volumes. Traffic counts taken in the spring and 
summer of 1989 reflect this characteristic with weekend volumes as high as 15,000 vpd compared 
to weekday volumes of 11,000 vpd, a difference of 36%. Summer weekend traffic volumes in 
1995 are estimated at 18,000 vpd. 

At the intersections of Ruston Way with Mccarver and North 49th Streets, 24-hour mechanical 
counts were obtained from the City to identify traffic characteristics during a typical weekday. The 
data reveal distinct peak hours occurring at each location, an AM peak period in the southbound 
direction and a PM peak period in the northbound direction. The 24-hour mechanical counts near 
McCarver Street show a mid-day peak period reflecting lunch activity to restaurants just north of 
the intersection. The patterns at these two locations are consistent with the residential land use of 
the general area, with higher volumes outbound in the morning and inbound in the evening. 

PM peak-hour volumes occurring during weekday conditions generally represent the highest single 
hour of travel demand during the day. Within this area, volumes range from about 8 to 12% of the 
daily volumes. The 1995-1996 PM peak-hour traffic volumes are shown in Figure 4.10-4. The 
highest volumes on Pearl Street are south of the SR-16 westbound on-ramp at 3,230 vph in both 
directions. Other high volumes locations are on Jackson Street, near SR-16, and on North 30th 
Street, west of Mccarver Street. These locations are at the fringes of the transportation study area 
and represent access points to the regional system. Within the central part of the transportation 
study area, volumes are typically total about 300 to 600 vph (in both directions). The PM peak
hour traffic volume on Ruston Way is highest at the south end, near McCarver Street (1,280 vph), 
and declines to 575 vph north of North 49th Street. Summer activity creates high traffic volumes 
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for a longer PM peak period, between 3 p.m. and 8 p.m., rather than the typical one-hour peak 
period during the winter months. 

The direction for most traffic in the PM peak hour is northbound/northwestbound into and through 
the transportation study area, with about 55 to 60% oriented in that direction. On Ruston Way, the 
directional split is as high as 67% northbound in the PM peak. This travel pattern is consistent 
with the residential development predominant throughout the study area. 

Four major traffic generators are located in the area: Ruston Way waterfront development, Tacoma 
Yacht Club, Point Defiance Park, and the Vashon ferry terminal. Only the latter contributes 
substantial traffic to the weekday commute traffic pattern. The other uses tend to generate the 
highest demand on weekends, particularly during the summer. Because of their location, the 
traffic impact associated with these uses occurs primarily to the Ruston Way corridor. This results 
in traffic operating conditions that are well within acceptable standards for the average weekday, 
but can result in relatively high levels of congestion on summer weekends, especially during nicer 
weather. The Ruston Way Traffic Analysis (City, May 1989) notes that "as a waterfront facility, 
this is considered acceptable." 

Traffic Operations 

Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure of traffic flow and congestion. The grades range 
from LOS A (free flow, little or no congestion) to LOS F (maximum volume, high congestion). 
The definition of each level and the methodology for estimating level of service is provided in the 
Highway Capacity Manual, TRB 209. LOS D or better is typically used as a guideline for 
intersection acceptability by City staff. The City currently has no adopted LOS standards for 
intersections. 

Individual intersections were analyzed for the PM peak hour to determine the existing level of 
service at specific locations (Table 4.10-1 ). All key intersections within the vicinity of the Smelter 
Site are operating at LOS D or better, with the exception of the Pearl Street/North 37th Street, 
Narrows Drive/26th Street, and Pearl Street/North 26th Street intersections. Pearl Street/North 
37th Street is an unsignalized intersection programmed for a traffic signal in Tacoma's Six-Year 
Comprehensive Transportation Program. Narrows Drive/North 26th Street is programmed to be 
signalized in Tacoma's long-range project list as a part of the 1997 Transportation Program. To 
maintain ideal operating conditions, it is recommended that this project be included in the Six-Year 
Comprehensive Transportation Program. With installation of a signal, both of the intersections 
would operate at LOS A. Pearl Street/North 26th Street is a signalized intersection striped for one 
through- and one left-tum lane in both the eastbound and westbound directions; however, adequate 
roadway space is available for one through lane with left- and right-tum lanes on North 26th 
Street. With this configuration, the intersection,would operate at LOS C. 

The analysis reflects increased congestion in the vicinity of the Jackson Street and Pearl Street 
interchanges. The intersection at Jackson Street/SR-16 eastbound ramps is estimated to operate at 
LOS E with a volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio of 1.04. (A V/C of 1.00 is considered to be at 
capacity.) Although the intersection of Jackson Street and the SR-16 westbound ramps is 
estimated to operate at LOS C, the V/C ratio is estimated at 0.94. Similarly, the intersections 
serving the Pearl Street/Sixth Street/SR-16 interchange are estimated to operate at LOS A to B, 
although the V /C ratios range as high as 0.88. 

All intersections in the Ruston Way corridor are currently operating at LOS D or better during the 
PM peak hour on an average weekday. These intersections have substantial amounts of reserve 
capacity, although installation of new signals may be required to fully utilize the capacity and 
provide access from side streets. An analysis of the Ruston Way corridor was conducted to 
determine the general level of service during the peak period, and focused on the highest volume 
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TABLE 4.10-1: 1996 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE 

Intersection LOS V/C Delay (sec) I 
Signalized 

6th/SR-16 WB Off-Ramp B 0.53 7.8 I Jackson/SR-16 WB Ramps C 0.94 19.5 
Jackson/SR-16 EB Ramps E 1.04 45.4 

I Mccarver/Ruston B 0.58 7.9 
McCarver/30th C 0.97 16.S 
Pearl/21st C 0.73 16.1 I Pearl/26th E 1.17 51.9 
Pearl/30th B 0.47 8.6 
Pearl/46th B 0.20 7.6 I Pearl/5lst B 0.48 10.9 
Pearl/SR-16 WB On-Ramp A 0.88 3.6 

I Pearl/SR-16 EB Ramps B 0.78 11.1 
Narrows/17th B 0.72 6.1 
Stevens/30th B 0.79 14.3 

I All-Way Stop 
Pearl/54th/Park B 0.68 7.3 
Orchard/30th C 0.89 17.3 I I 

LOS Delay Movement 
I 

Unsignalized I Baltimore/46th B 6.5 Northbound Approach 
Bennett/5 lst B 7.0 Southbound Approach 
Ferdinand/46th B 9.0 Southbound Approach I Ruston/40th B 6.5 Northbound Approach 
Ruston/49th C 13.8 Northbound Left Tum 

I Ruston/ Alder D 23.1 Northbound Left Tum 
Orchard/46th B 6.9 Northbound Approach 
Pearl/31th pa * Eastbound Left Tum ,, 
Pearl/Park Way B 8.6 Eastbound Approach 
Narrows/26th E 31.6 Southbound Left Tum 
V assault/31th B 6.4 Eastbound Approach I V assault/46th B 6.7 Westbound Approach 
V assault/51 st A 4.8 Westbound Approach 

I a Signal under construction. 

* Delay value is meaningless. 

I 
Source: TRANSPO, 1997. 

I 
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section, Mccarver Street to Alder Street. On an average weekday, this section currently operates at 
LOS C. On summer weekends, it is estimated to operate at LOS D, although during peak 
weekends, such as Memorial Day, traffic operations can decline to LOS E/F in this section. Thus, 
as traffic builds on Ruston Way due to summer and weekend activity, vehicles accessing Ruston 
Way from restaurants or businesses near Alder Street would experience some difficulty making a 
tum onto Ruston Way. However, the analysis showed that traffic volumes are lower on the north 
end of Ruston Way, which makes left turns onto Ruston Way from 49th Street or from local 
businesses much easier. 

WSDOT is conducting a study of the SR-16 operating conditions with various vehicle occupancy 
restrictions on the Jackson Street westbound on-ramp. For the last several months of 1996, 
WSDOT has restricted this on-ramp to High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) during the weekday PM 
peak hours. This results in a shift of traffic at both the Pearl Street and Jackson Street westbound 
on-ramp intersections. For the purpose of evaluating the level of service with the restrictions, it 
was assumed that 15% of all westbound traffic at Pearl and Jackson Streets would classify as 
HOVs, and use the Jackson Street on-ramp. Thus, the remaining traffic, including all single
occupancy vehicles (SOV), would use the Pearl Street on-ramp. With this diversion of traffic, 
vehicle queues would form on Pearl Street at the westbound on-ramp. The level of service at the 
Jackson Street westbound ramp intersection improves from LOS C to LOS B. 

The above study addresses current operating conditions in the SR-16 corridor and on the Tacoma 
Narrows Bridge, in particular. The section within the Asarco study area is estimated to operate at 
LOS C-D during the PM peak hour. The westbound on-ramp from Jackson Street is currently 
operating at LOS F, and would improve with HOV restrictions. The high traffic volumes utilizing 
the westbound on-ramp from Jackson Street creates a congestion point at the ramp junctions, as 
well as on the SR-16 mainline. The estimated level of service on the Tacoma Narrows Bridge, 
west of Jackson Street, is LOS F in the westbound direction and LOS C in the eastbound direction. 

During the summer months, the Ruston Way/Gallagher Way corridor can exhibit high levels of 
congestion. The adjacent land use in the section between Alder Street and Mccarver Street 
generates high volumes of turning movements both to and from Ruston Way. This can cause 
considerable delay to through traffic because minimal left-tum channelization exists here. This 
condition is most prevalent on summer weekends, when recreational and restaurant traffic volumes 
are higher. Although widening Ruston Way to provide a continuous two-way, left-tum lane 
would improve traffic operations in this section, it is contrary to the Ruston Way Plan (June 1981) 
and the Ruston Way Traffic Analysis (May 1989), which recommends that Ruston Way be a two
lane roadway with left-tum channelization at intersections. 

"Cruising" Ruston Way also has been a problem in the past; however, City staff indicates that an 
ordinance passed within the last two years has substantially reduced cruising in the area. 

Accidents/Safety 

A review of City, Town, and WSDOT accident data for 1993 through 1996 shows that 
intersections on Pearl Street experience the highest accident rates. The statewide average of 
accidents per million vehicle miles of travel (acc/mvm) on principal arterials is 2.96 acc/mvm. 
Pearl Street has an average of 4.00 acc/mvm for the segment between Sixth A venue and the Point 
Defiance Ferry Terminal. At Pearl Street/North 21st Street, the annual accident rate is 28.7 
accidents per year, which equates to 3.15 accidents per million entering vehicles (mev). At Pearl 
Street/North 26th Street, the annual average is 20.3 accidents, and an equivalent 1.04 
accidents/mev. Further north on Pearl Street at North 37th Street, the annual average is 13.3 
accidents, and an equivalent 2.17 accidents/mev. All three intersections would be classified as 
high-accident locations based on a criterion of 10 or more accidents per year. Most of the accidents 
are classified as turning, or angle accidents. This type of accident occurs when a vehicle 
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completing a right- or left-tum movement fails to yield to opposing traffic. The second largest 
portion of accidents was caused by rear-end accidents, common on arterials with high traffic 
volumes. 

The accident analysis for the Ruston Way Traffic Analysis indicated a three-year (1986-1988) total 
of 61 accidents between North 49th and Mccarver Streets, an average of 20 per year. The 1993-
1995 annual average for this section decreased to 15.7 accidents per year, reflecting the left-turn 
improvements made in the southern part of the corridor. This annual average is equivalent to 2.49 
accidents per million vehicle miles (acc/mvm), which is still above the typical average for collector 
arterials of 1.86 (statewide), reflecting the comparatively high number of midblock accidents 
related to access both to and from adjacent restaurant development-related parking access and 
relatively high traffic volumes. 

Noted as a high accident location, the automobile tunnel is very narrow, with a blind curve at its 
west end. Accident experience at this location was used as one of the bases for securing grant 
money for the 51 st Street/Gallagher Way realignment improvement. Drivers are encouraged to 
honk their horns to alert approaching motorists of their presence. 

Public Transit Service 

Pierce Transit serves the area with five routes: 10, 11, 13, 50, and 51. These routes are shown in 
Figure 4.10-5. Two of the routes, 11 and 13, provide connections with the Tacoma Central 
Business District (CBD). Routes 50 and 51 run to and from the Tacoma Mall Transit Center. 
Route 10 runs to the Tacoma Community College Transit Center. The hours of operation are 
shown in Table 4.10-2. Service for Routes 10 and 11 are scheduled to coordinate with the Vashon 
ferry schedule, completing a nonauto linkage between passenger traffic on the ferry and 
destinations served by these routes. However, coordination is difficult to maintain if the ferry is 
off schedule. 

TABLE 4.10-2: PIERCE TRANSIT ROUTES HOURS OF OPERATION 

Route Weekdays Saturday Sunday 

10 5:45 a.m.-10:30 p.m. 7:45 a.m.-10:30 p.m. 9:45 a.m.-10:30 p.m. 
11 5:15 a.m.-12:30 a.m. 5:45 a.m.-12:30 a.m. 6:30 a.m.-12:30 p.m. 
13 6:05 a.m.-8: 10 p.m. 10: 15 a.m.-8: 10 p.m. 9: 10 a.m.-8: 10 p.m. 
50 6: 15 a.m.-9:00 p.m. 9:15 a.m.-9:00 p.m. 10:15 a.m.-9:00 p.m. 
51 6:15 a.m.-9:15 p.m. 10:15 a.m.-9:15 p.m. 10:15 a.m.-9:15 p.m. 

Source: TRANS PO, 1997. 

No service currently exists along Ruston Way, although service has been unsuccessfully 
attempted. Pierce Transit's experience indicates that the character of the potential transit riders in 
this north port of Tacoma in general is not highly transit-dependent. In addition, the existing 
tunnel along Ruston Way is too narrow for use by transit coaches. A high proportion of the trips 
destined along this section of Ruston Way are related to the recreational and restaurant uses which 
typically create low transit usage. 
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Parking 

On-street parking is allowed on at least one side of most roadways in the immediate study area. 
The most notable exception is Ruston Way/Gallagher Way. 

Off-street parking is provided by individual residences and commercial businesses, as well as 
Point Defiance Park and the Washington State Ferries (WSF). A parking study was completed by 
the WSF in August 1995 which estimated a total of 318 parking spaces available for day and 
overnight parking. Along Ruston Way, off-street parking is located on both sides of the roadway, 
which contributes to both the congestion and accident issues noted above. Parking is generally 
adequate, although parking can be at a premium during peak usage times on warm summer 
weekends and on holidays, such as the Fourth of July. Limited parking spaces at the existing boat 
launch are used by ferry commuters for day parking. 

Pedestrian/Bicycles 

Pedestrian activity is generally low in the immediate Smelter Site vicinity during weekday 
conditions. South of the Smelter Site, along Ruston Way, a large amount of pedestrian, bicycle, 
and skating activity occurs, especially during periods of fair weather, and during the summer and 
holidays. Wide sidewalks, benches, park-like lineal development, and commercial establishments, 
such as restaurants present a pleasant waterfront environment for pedestrian travel in this area. 

North of the Smelter Site, in Point Defiance Park, the waterfront pedestrian opportunity extends 
along a promenade from the ferry dock to Owens Beach, further west. A number of trails, totaling 
nearly 14 miles, exist within the Park and provide jogging, walking, and bicycling opportunity. 

Other Transportation Modes 

A number of other transportation modes operate in the vicinity of the Smelter Site. These include 
the BNRR, the RustonN ashon ferry, recreational boating, commercial freight and truck traffic, 
emergency vehicles, and school buses. 

An existing railroad line, consisting of two tracks, runs parallel to Ruston Way on the west side. 
This rail line extends north to the tunnel entrance where it becomes one track. It then continues 
through the Stack Hill, swings west, and eventually turns south along the water. This is the 
BNRR mainline track, which also is used by Union Pacific and Amtrak through negotiated 
agreement. The only at-grade crossing of the railroad tracks occurs on McCarver Street, south of 
Ruston Way. In the immediate Smelter Site vicinity, a railroad tunnel exists immediately abutting 
the narrow vehicle tunnel under the smelter Stack Hill. 

The WSF system provides service via the Point Defiance/Tahlequah run between Tacoma and 
Vashon Island. Ferry capacity is 65 automobiles. Outbound service begins at 5:20 a.m. with 50-
to 60-minute service headways until the last trip at 11 :30 p.m. On Saturdays and Sundays, the 
first boat departs at 6: 10 a.m., with an additional departure at 12:20 a.m. The approximate 
crossing time is 15 minutes. Passenger fares are $2.30 for adults, $1.15 for children between the 
ages of 5 and 11 and senior citizens, and children under 5 years old ride for free. The fare for an 
auto and driver is $7.95. 

The ferry terminal is located at the north end of Pearl Street, on Park Way. Park Way intersects 
Waterfront Drive, which is shared by private boat launch activity, Pierce Transit, and patrons of 
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the Boathouse Marina, Breakwater Marina, and Tacoma Yacht Club. During the peak hours of the 
day, ferry traffic alone can bring the intersection of Park Way/Waterfront Drive to capacity. 
During the AM peak hours, when traffic is heavy from Vashon Island to the mainland, traffic 
departing from the ferry may queue north from the stop-controlled intersection at Pearl Street/Park 
Way/North 54th Street to the ferry landing. Primarily this occurs when a vehicle stalls or has 
similar car problems, and other vehicles are not able to pass on the one-lane approach. Two 
storage lanes are provided for outbound ferry traffic, with auto queuing taking place south from the 
ferry terminal. During the PM peak hours, when the storage lanes are full and a ferry arrives, it is 
of most importance to get ferry traffic through to the landing without delay. However, during the 
summer months, this area also is heavily used by fishing and recreational boaters accessing the 
boat launch area. This heavy volume can cause a gridlock effect if boat launch activity impedes the 
progress of outbound ferry traffic at the intersection of Park Way and Waterfront Drive. During 
the winter and off-peak hours, this intersection operates without delay. Only during the summer 
peak hours are conditions less than ideal. 

Recreational Boating 

The Tacoma Yacht Club is a private facility located at the northeast comer of the transportation 
study area, adjacent to the ferry terminal. It has moorage for approximately 300 boats. The 
Boathouse Marina, northwest of the ferry terminal, contains dry dock facilities for storage and 
repair of small boats. A public boat launch is located just southeast of the ferry terminal. It abuts 
the Breakwater Marina, which has moorage for about 200 boats. Public and private moorage also 
is available at other points along the Ruston Way waterfront. 

The public boat launch located south of the ferry landing is one of the few public saltwater access 
ramps in the area. A high volume of boats is launched at this location on a regular basis. The boat 
launch parking area is used for day parking by ferry commuters during weekdays. As noted 
above, conflicts between boaters and ferry traffic can result in short-term congestion. 

Trucks 

Truck traffic in the transportation study area is relatively light, with most of the truck activity 
attributed to deliveries to commercial business along Ruston Way and Pearl Street. Truck traffic is 
directed to use arterial streets unless making local deliveries. Because of the steep grades on 
connections to Ruston, most through trucks would use North 30th Street and Pearl Street. Height 
restrictions of the automobile tunnel under the Stack Hill may require large trucks to use alternate 
routes. 

Emergency Vehicles 

A fire station (volunteer) and police station serve the Town, and are located at the Ruston Town 
Hall. In addition, a fire boat station is located along the Ruston Way waterfront south of North 
40th Street. 

School Bus Routes 

Tacoma schools plan school bus routes annually based on student home locations. Regular 
education buses are routed along arterials with stops coordinated away from heavier traffic 
congestion. Special education buses are required to provide house-to-house pick-up and drop-off. 
In late 1996, no school bus routes used Ruston Way. 
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4.10.3 Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

Construction impacts of the remediation conditions are addressed in the Remediation 
Transportation Plan. Remediation includes Smelter Site cleanup as well as construction of onsite 
roadways and development sites. Construction impacts of the development alternatives are those 
related only to construction of buildings, parking, and some pedestrian pathways. The impacts are 
addressed in general for the entire Smelter Site. Construction impacts of development of specific 
sites would be addressed in future permitting processes if necessary. 

Alternative 1: No Action 

This alternative includes development of some park sites and pedestrian pathways. Construction 
impacts would be limited to delivery of materials and construction worker traffic. Truck traffic 
would be minimal. Construction trucks would be routed along Ruston Way and/or Pearl Street to 
minimize impacts on residential areas. Construction workers would park onsite. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Construction truck traffic associated with this alternative would be routed primarily along Ruston 
Way and/or Pearl Street. Construction associated with Development Areas U-2 and U-3 along 
Baltimore Street would likely use Baltimore Street, North 46th Street, and Pearl Street. 
Construction workers would park onsite. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Construction impacts under this alternative would be similar to those described under Alternative 2. 
The duration and/or intensity of the construction activity may be greater because the size of the 
individual buildings would be greater. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Construction impacts under this alternative would be similar to those described under Alternative 3. 
However, the duration and/or intensity of the construction activity would likely be much greater 
because, in addition to larger buildings, parking garages also would need to be constructed. 

Operation Impacts (All Build Alternatives) 

The analysis of traffic impacts associated with each of the four alternatives is contained in this 
section. The No Action Alternative would be impacted by both Smelter Site traffic generation and 
general traffic volume growth in the region. The three build alternatives would result in impacts 
caused only by Smelter Site traffic generation. Thus, the following discussion describes and 
compares the anticipated level of Smelter Site traffic generation that would occur under each 
alternative. 

Site-Generated Vehicle Traffic: All Alternatives 

Traffic generation, distribution, and assignment reflect the three primary components in 
understanding the future impacts of Smelter Site-generated traffic. Traffic generation defines the 
number of trips that would be generated. Traffic distribution and assignment together determine on 
which streets and roadways these vehicles would likely travel. 
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To ensure that potential levels of Smelter Site traffic generation were not underestimated, no 
reduction to reflect the use of alternative travel modes (transit, carpooling, bicycle, pedestrian) was 
made for this analysis. It is recognized that it is desirable to encourage nonauto travel wherever 
possible, and that future development may be encouraged to reduce travel demand by encouraging 
travel modes that reduce the total automobile traffic generated by the Smelter Site. 

Trip Generation. The No Action Alternative includes that portion of the potential park 
developments that are integral to the remediation activity, including the Waterfront promenade 
extension, sidewalks, and other features consistent with the remediation activities prescribed by the 
EPA. No active park areas would be developed. Resulting trip generation would be minimal. 

The three build alternatives are characterized as Low-Intensity, Medium-Intensity, and High
Intensity. They vary in the amount of development, but not in the type of development which 
could occur. The limiting factor in defining the development concept associated with each 
alternative is the type of parking. The Low-Intensity Alternative would rely on surface parking 
only; the Medium-Intensity Alternative would include ground floor parking in each building; and 
the High-Intensity Alternative would require structured parking. These alternatives range from 
240,000 to 1.8 million gross square feet (gsf) of developed building area for Alternatives 2 and 4, 
respectively. 

It should be recognized that the DEIS alternatives reflect potential levels on a spectrum of Smelter 
Site development. They provide illustrations of boundary conditions for conducting analysis more 
so than they reflect discreet alternatives between which land use decisions must be made. It would 
be possible, for example, to construct a portion of the Smelter Site with higher intensity 
development, with structured parking, while other portions of the Smelter Site could be developed 
at lesser intensity levels. The transportation analysis will point out, where possible, at what levels 
of development additional levels of traffic impact occur. 

Traffic generation associated with each of the build alternatives was determined based on trip rates 
published in Trip Generation, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers. The Smelter 
Site was assumed, for analysis purposes, to be developed as office park, except for that portion 
designated for development as enhanced park space. 

Office park is a land use designation recognized by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, 
which encompasses a wide range of office and ancillary uses, such as restaurants, banks, and 
service stations that are arranged in a park- or campus-like atmosphere. This designation is 
consistent with the intent of the proposed postremediation Smelter Site development and would 
generally result in a worst-case level of weekday PM peak-hour traffic impacts because office 
parks are typically employment-based and have a high level of associated commuter activity. 
Another use, such as a church, could be developed; however, critical weekday PM peak-hour 
traffic impacts would generally be less than described for office park use. 

The trip generation rates for the commercial development (office park), as well as those for the 
park development and the yacht club/boat launch, have been applied to the estimated uses for each 
alternative and summarized in Table 4.10-3. 

Table 4.10-3 illustrates the substantial range in Smelter Site-generated traffic that would occur 
between Alternative 1 (about 1,400 vehicle trips) and Alternative 4 (about 21,800 vehicle trips). 
This range reflects a 15-fold increase in Smelter Site traffic between these extreme land use 
alternatives. When compared to the Low-Intensity Alternative, the differences are reduced to a 
factor of four. The proportional difference in PM peak,.hour traffic would be generally greater. 
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TABLE 4.10-3: TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY 

Land Use Units Rate Daily Trips Rate PM Trips 

Alternative 1 
Office Park 0 11.4 0 0 0 
Park 3 acres 15.6 50 1.3 5 
Marina/Boat Launch 340 4.0 1,350 0.2 70 
Total 1,400 75 

Net New Tripsa 50 5 

Alternative 2 
Office Park 240,000 11.4 2,700 1.5 360 
Park 23 acres 15.6 400 1.3 30 
Marina/Boat Launch 400 spaces 4.0 1,600 0.2 80 
Total 4,700 470 

Net New Tripsa 3,400 400 

Alternative 3 
Office Park 990,000 11.4 11,300 1.5 1,500 
Park 23 acres 15.6 400 1.3 30 
Marina/Boat Launch 400 spaces 4.0 1,600 0.2 80 
Total 13,300 1,610 

Net New Tripsa 11,900 1,540 

Alternative 4 
Office Park 1,855,000 11.4 21,100 1.5 2,800 
Park 23 acres 15.6 400 1.3 30 
Marina/Boat Launch 400 spaces 4.0 1,600 0.2 80 
Total 23,100 2,910 

Net New Tripsa 21,800 2,840 

a Net new trips reflect a partial reduction in Smelter Site traffic for existing development on the Smelter Site (e.g., 
boat launch and yacht club). 

Source: TRANSPO, 1997. 

The key corridor in the area for access to the Smelter Site is Ruston Way. Ruston Way has been 
impacted by weekend traffic conditions to a greater extent than typical weekday conditions, largely 
as a result of the attractiveness of the park strip for cruising and other recreational activities. 
Although relatively little congestion is common on an average weekday, summer weekends can 
result in substantially higher traffic volumes. The proposed Smelter Site uses, primarily office, 
have relatively low trip generation on weekends and evenings. Based on Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates, the traffic related to commercial activities on 
weekends would be only 15% of that on weekdays. This would be countered somewhat by an 
increase in park-related activities. A summary of the estimated net new trip generation on a 
weekend day is shown in Table 4.10-4. 

Smelter Site EIS 
6941034.1 4-98 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TABLE 4.10-4: WEEKEND DAY TRIP GENERATION SUMMARY 

Alternatives 

Alternative 1 (No Action) 
Alternative 2 (Low-Intensity) 
Alternative 3 (Medium-Intensity) 
Alternative 4 (High-Intensity) 

aNet new trips. 

Source: TRANSPO, 1997. 

Weekdaya 

50 
3,400 

11,900 
21,800 

Weekend Daya Percent 

100 +100% 
1,500 -45% 
2,800 -76% 
4,300 -80% 

Table 4.10-4 illustrates that the highest weekend traffic volumes would occur as a result of 
Alternative 4; however, the relative difference between alternatives would be greatly reduced. The 
4,300 vpd generated by Alternative 4 would be approximately one-fifth of the weekday trip 
generation expected from the alternative, but would remain higher than the other build alternatives, 
as well as Alternative 1. Traffic generation from Alternative 1 would actually increase on a 
weekend day, indicative of the park-related Smelter Site development that would remain. 

Trip Distribution and Assignment. Traffic assignment for each of the alternatives was determined 
using the transportation model to ensure the maximum level of consistency with long-range 
transportation planning for the City. The trip generation for each alternative was entered into the 
traffic model. Each development pad was designated as a separate zone, thereby ensuring that 
Smelter Site traffic would distribute to the appropriate streets consistent with access to that 
development pad. The general distribution pattern for all build alternatives for daily trips is shown 
in Figure 4.10-6. The TRAFFIX computer program was used to assign the trips and calculate the 
resulting LOS at intersections. The resulting traffic assignments were then added to forecast 2010 
conditions for each alternative; cumulative 2010 traffic volumes resulting from Smelter Site 
development under each alternative are shown in subsequent sections, which address the overall 
traffic impacts of each alternative. 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Roadway System. The roadway system within the transportation study area for 2010 would likely 
have minimal changes. The City project list for 2010 as outlined in the 1997 Transportation Pro
gram includes two projects in the transportation study area. Both projects are funded and 
scheduled to be complete by 2010. 

• Jackson Street (Sixth Avenue to North 17th Street) - widen roadway to three lanes with bike 
lanes; 

• Pearl Street/North 37th Street - new signal under construction. 

The following projects are identified in the City's Transportation Program as roadway 
improvements needed by the year 2017. They are currently unfunded projects and are 
programmed to be included into the Six-Year Comprehensive Transportation Program as funds and 
priority increase. 

- • North 37th Street (Pearl Street to Shirley Street) - construct new two-lane roadway; 
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• North 26th Street/ Alder Street - install new signal; 

• North 26th Street/Narrows Drive - install new signal; and 

• Ruston Way Extension (North 51st Street to ferry terminal) - construct new two-lane 
roadway. 

The Town and City have improvements planned in the Ruston Way/Gallagher Way/North 51st 
Street corridor to realign the roadway and eliminate the car tunnel. The project has been funded by 
the Transportation Improvement Board (TIB) for design and construction. The project is 
scheduled for completion by 2003. 

In addition to the improvements outlined in the City's Transportation Program, onsite 
improvements to the Smelter Site roadway system would be completed as part of the remediation 
plan. These improvements include: 

• Ruston Way - Realignment/reconstruction of Ruston Way/Gallagher Way to eliminate the 
automobile tunnel and create a roundabout at the intersection of Gallagher Way/Baltimore 
Street/North 51st Street. North 52nd Street would no longer have direct access to Gallagher 
Way with the new alignment. These improvements would be coordinated with the TIB project 
noted above; and 

• Peninsula Park Road - Extension of Ruston Way through the Smelter Site to provide access to 
the Yacht Club. 

It should be noted that, as part of the build alternatives, reconstruction of access to the boat launch 
to connect it to the Peninsula Road would occur. This improvement would be consistent with the 
proposed Ruston Way extension described above. 

During the course of the remediation work, impacts to adjacent roadways (Baltimore Street, 
Bennett Street, North 51st Street, North 52nd Street, North 49th Street, and Ferdinand Street) may 
occur. To the extent required, these roadways would be reconstructed to City or Town standards. 
Part of Bennett Street may be closed between North 52nd and North 53rd Streets to allow a direct 
connection between the Promontory and Ruston School site. 

' The planned improvements, including onsite improvements associated with the No Action 
Alternative, are shown in Figure 4.10-7. 

Traffic Volumes. Traffic volumes on the major travel corridors in the transportation study area, 
Pearl Street and Ruston Way, would increase from 1,500 to 3,500 vpd. This increase would 
result in volumes as high as 31,000 vpd on Pearl Street (near SR-16) and 16,800 on Ruston Way 
(near Mccarver Street). Volumes on roadways within the immediate project vicinity would 
typically be less than 10,000 vpd (Figure 4.10-8). Traffic volume changes on Schuster Parkway 
and SR-16 would reflect both the growth within the transportation study area and the region. The 
Tacoma Narrows Bridge is forecasted to carry more than 100,000 vpd, and Schuster Parkway is 
forecasted to carry about 33,100 vpd in 2010. 

As discussed previously, summer weekend traffic volumes on Ruston Way can be substantially 
higher than on average weekdays. The projected increase would result in traffic volumes as high 
as 23,500 during summer weekends in 2010. Traffic from the Smelter Site, including the boat 
launch and yacht club, is estimated at 700 vehicles per day (vpd), which is about 3% of the total 
traffic volume. 
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PM peak-hour traffic volumes are projected to have growth characteristics similar to the overall 
daily growth on weekdays. Forecast 2010 volumes would range from 15 to 1,800 vph in the 
general study area. The estimated 2010 PM peak-hour traffic volumes with Alternative 1 Smelter 
Site development levels are shown in Figure 4.10-9. The volumes would typically represent a 2 to 
30% increase, depending on the location. The highest volume increases would occur on Stevens 
Street and on Ruston Way. 

Traffic Operations. Traffic operations were evaluated for both offsite and onsite roadways and 
intersections. 

Offsite Roadways. Areawide traffic operations for Alternative 1 were estimated based on 
the forecast PM peak-hour traffic volumes for 2010. All signalized intersections in the 
transportation study area would operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of Jackson 
Street/SR-16 eastbound ramps, McCarver Street/North 30th Street, Stevens Street/North 30th 
Street, and Pearl Street/North 26th Street. Restricting the Jackson Street westbound on-ramp to 
HOV traffic would divert traffic to the Pearl Street interchange and improve the Jackson Street 
west- and eastbound ramps to LOS B and LOS C, respectively. As discussed in the Existing 
Roadway Network section, operations at the intersection of Pearl Street/North 26th Street would 
improve if parking along North 26th Street were prohibited and the section utilized as a one-lane 
roadway with left- and right-tum pockets. Mccarver Street/North 30th Street is forecasted to drop 
from LOS C to LOS E in the future, even without site development. It could be improved to 
operate at LOS C if parking was prohibited along the northbound approach of McCarver Street 
during the PM peak hour. Removal of parking may affect eight to twelve parking spaces 
depending on driveway locations during those. time periods in exchange for improved traffic 
operations and safety at the intersection. Operating conditions at Stevens Street/North 30th Street 
also are forecasted to decline to LOS E, but could improve to LOS B with the addition of left-tum 
pockets on all approaches. Current roadway geometry at the intersection is capable of 
accommodating restriping for left-tum pockets if parking is restricted in the immediate vicinity 
during peak traffic conditions. 

Unsignalized intersections also would generally operate at LOS Dor better when considering the 
worst performing traffic movement on the Minor Street approach. However, in some cases, these 
unsignalized intersections may meet signal warrants by 2010. Candidate locations would include 
North 30th Street at Orchard Street (LOS F) and Ruston Way at Alder Street (LOS F), which 
would operate at LOS B with a traffic signal. The intersection level of service is summarized in 
Table 4.10-5. Additional detail regarding the LOS analysis is provided in the transportation 
technical analysis. 

The Ruston Way corridor would experience an increase in traffic congestion as a result of the 
higher traffic volumes. The Smelter Site, including the yacht club and boat launch, would 
contribute only 3% of the volume in this section of Ruston Way. The section between Mccarver 
Street and Alder Street would continue to operate at LOS C during the weekday PM peak hour. 
However, this section would decline to LOS Eon summer weekends. The overall increase in 
traffic on Ruston Way would be most noticeable during the summer season as in the existing 
conditions. As shown in the level of service analysis, vehicles would have increasing difficulty 
making left turns to and from local streets and businesses during the PM peak hour, especially on 
weekends. Average daily traffic operations on Ruston Way would, however, remain at LOS C, 
which represents satisfactory conditions. 

The SR-16 segment between Jackson and Pearl Streets is expected to remain at LOS Dor above 
with 2010 volumes. The highest congestion would occur on westbound SR-16 at the Tacoma 
Narrows Bridge and at the Jackson Street westbound on-ramp, which are expected to operate at 
LOS F. As noted in the discussion of the existing condition, WSDOT is currently studying a 
conversion of the Jackson Street on-ramp to HOV only. If implemented in conjunction with ramp 
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TABLE 4.10-5: 2010 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE -
ALTERNATIVE 1 I 

Intersection 1996 Alt 1 (No Action) 

Signalized I 6th/SR-16 WB Off-Ramp B B 
Jackson/SR-16 WB Ramps C C 

I Jackson/SR-16 EB Ramps E F 
McCarver/Ruston B B 
McCarver/30th C E(B) I Pearl/21st C D 
Pearl/26th F F(B) 
Pearl/30th B B I Pearl/46th B B 
Pearl/51st B B 
Pearl/SR-16 WB On-Ramp A B I 
Pearl/SR-16 EB Ramps B C 
Narrows Drive/I 7th B B 

I Stevens/N 30th B E(B) 
Narrows Drive/26th Ea B 

Pearl/37th pa B I All-Way Stop 
Pearl/54th/Park B A 

I Orchard/30th C F(B) 
Unsignalized 

Baltimore/46th B B I Bennett/51 st B B 
Ferdinand/46th B C 
Ruston/40th B B I Ruston/49th C D 
Ruston/ Alder D F(B) 
Orchard/46th B B I 
Pearl/Park Wy B B 
V assault/31th B B 

I V assault/46th B B 
V assault/51 st A B 

E(C) - unmitigated (mitigated) LOS - see text. I alntersection is unsignalized in 1996. 

Source: TRANSPO, 1997. I 
I 
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metering at Pearl Street, the LOS on SR-16 through this section could be improved. However, 
ramp metering would likely create substantial queues on Pearl Street. 

The potential closure of a section of Bennett Street would divert some traffic from North 51st 
Street to North 54th Street. Volumes on Bennett Street are typically less than 1,000 vpd. Minimal 
impact to North 54th Street would occur. 

Onsite Roadways. As part of onsite remediation of the Smelter Site, improvements would 
be made to reconstruct the existing intersection of Baltimore Street/North 51st Street/North 52nd 
Street/Gallagher Way to a roundabout configuration. The roundabout would have an outside 
diameter of approximately 400 feet and a street width to accommodate two-lane travel in a counter
clockwise direction and a bicycle lane. On the North 51 st Street, Baltimore Street, Ruston Way, 
and Boat Launch Road approaches to the roundabout an island would separate the lanes of travel. 
The island would restrict left turns onto the roundabout and provide a pedestrian island for 
crossing. A preliminary evaluation of operations with Alternative 1 traffic volumes at the 
roundabout intersection indicates an LOS A/B for all approaches. 

GMA/Concurrency. The City's concurrency procedures evaluate the areawide performance of the 
system using a standard of the average V/C for the study area of 0.89 or less and 85% of the 
arterial lane miles being at a V/C ratio of 0.89 or less. Although the City standard is a citywide 
measure, for the purposes of the Smelter Site analysis, the focus is on the transportation study 
area. The concurrency analysis for Alternative 1 shows the average V/C ratio for arterials within 
the study area to be 0.56 and that 85% of the arterial lane miles are at a V /C ratio of 0.89 or less. 

This currently meets the City's definition of concurrency, which states that no more than 15% of 
the lane miles of arterials can operate at V/C ratios greater than 0.89. It should be noted, however, 
that on a citywide basis, the 1997 Transportation Program indicates that in 2010 concurrency will 
not be met in sum of secondary and collector arterials. 

Accidents/Safety. No significant accidents or safety issues were identified for 1995-1996 except 
the relatively high rate of accidents along Ruston Way (primarily midblock accidents and the high
accident intersections along Pearl Street). Accident patterns for 2010 are not expected to change. 
As volumes increase on Ruston Way and throughout the transportation study area, the number of 
accidents would be expected to increas~. However, little change in the rate of accident experience 
would be anticipated. The removal of the automobile tunnel along Ruston Way as part of the 
Smelter Site remediation would eliminate a potentially blind curve and a high accident location. 

Transit. Increased transit service to the ·study area are included in Pierce Transit's long-range 
planning. Currently, three new transit routes are proposed, traveling north and south through the 
_study area on Ruston Way, Orchard Street and Vassault Street. The amount and frequency of 
future transit service to the immediate Smelter Site vicinity would depend on the land uses created 
by the Smelter Site redevelopment and its associated public transit demand. Removal of the tunnel 
would allow transit connections between Point Defiance, the Vashon ferry terminal, and the 
Ruston Way/Schuster Parkway corridor. 

As part of the Ten-Year Regional Transit System Plan adopted in November 1996, the Regional 
Transit Authority (RT A) has proposed improvements in the Tacoma area which could improve the 
region's transportation system capacity. A 1.6-mile light-rail segment between downtown Tacoma 
and a Tacoma Dome regional transportation terminal has been proposed to serve local destinations. 
No definitive plans have been identified to serve the immediate Smelter Site vicinity; however, 
Pierce Transit and the RTA are working in conjunction to utilize any region improvements through 
increased transit service. 
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Parking. Minimal changes in parking supply or demand are expected by 2010, if no additional 
redevelopment of the Smelter Site occurs. To improve operating conditions with 2010 traffic 
levels, parking restrictions in the vicinity of Pearl Street/North 26th Street and McCarver 
Street/North 30th Street would be necessary, resulting in a loss of local parking. Other potential 
developments, which may occur on area along Ruston Way, would be required to provide 
adequate parking to meet their anticipated needs. Available parking supply would continue to be at 
a premium along Ruston Way on summer weekends. 

Pedestrian/Bicycle Travel. Long-term pedestrian/bicycle needs in the area include sidewalks and 
bike paths. The City's 1997-2002 Transportation Improvement Program. has identified a bicycle 
pathway along Ruston Way through the Smelter Site to Point Defiance. The project is scheduled 
for completion by 2000. 

The West End Plan (October 1985) and the Ruston Way Plan envision pedestrian/bicycle 
connections through the Smelter Site to the Vashon ferry terminal. This extension of the existing 
trail, which currently terminates at North 49th Street, is integrated into the Smelter Site plan. 

Most streets provided as part of remediation would include a 5-foot-wide bicycle lane striped onto 
the asphalt driving surface of the roadway. The Smelter Site plan includes an extension of the 
Commencement Bay Promenade through the Smelter Site. This pathway would include both 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. 

The amount of pedestrian and bicycle activity in the immediate Smelter Site vicinity is likely to 
increase as a result of the onsite improvements. 

Other Transportation Modes 

Rail. No changes to rail activities other than those associated with general economic growth in the 
region would be anticipated. 

~- Frontage on the Point Defiance/Vashon ferry run would increase in proportion to growth 
on Vashon Island. Forecasted increases are included in the traffic modeling forecasts. No future 
plans have been identified by WSF to improve the Point Defiance ferry terminal. However, 
construction of the Ruston Way extension would reduce conflicts between ferry patrons and 
recreational boaters. The MPD has indicated that day parking by ferry patrons can continue in the 
boat launch parking area. 

Recreational Boating. Access to the Tacoma Yacht Club would be improved by construction of 
Peninsula Road. In addition, the Ruston Way extension would reduce conflicts between 
recreational boaters and ferry patrons. 

Trucks. Truck activity in the area would continue to represent 2 to 3% of the total traffic volume. 
Improvements to Ruston Way/Gallagher Way as part of the No Action Alternative would allow 
trucks to use the corridor by removing the car tunnel and its height restriction. 

Emergency Vehicle Action. Overall increases in traffic volumes and congestion as a result of the 
increased population and employment in the transportation study area may increase response times. 
Improvements to Ruston Way/Gallagher Way would improve emergency vehicle access in the 
immediate vicinity of the Smelter Site. 

School Bus Routes. As noted previously, school bus routes are planned each year. The No 
Action Alternative would have minimal impact on school bus routes. The improvements to Ruston 
Way/Gallagher Way would provide additional options in planning future school bus routes. 
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Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

This alternative illustrates the effect of developing approximately 240,000 gsf as commercial space 
on the Smelter Site. It would provide approximately 720 parking spaces in surface parking lots. 
The development would generate approximately 3,400 new trips on an average weekday and 400 
new trips during the PM peak hour. 

Street System. The street system under this alternative would include construction of the boat 
launch road improvements. This would provide a connection between the boat launch and 
Peninsula Park Road. Note that this connection would be part of the City's extension of Ruston 
Way. 

Traffic Volumes. Average daily traffic volumes under this alternative would be little changed from 
the No Action Alternative except those on Ruston Way. The development on the Smelter Site 
would result in an increase of as much as 2,700 vpd on Ruston Way. Although the added volume 
may contribute to congestion in the corridor, the onsite commercial uses would add little traffic to 
evening (after 6 p.m.) or weekend traffic, which are the critical time periods for the Ruston Way 
corridor. The estimated 2010 average weekday traffic volumes for Alternative 2 are shown in 
Figure 4.10-10. 

Traffic volumes on the "residential character" arterial streets in the upland area, Stevens, Orchard, 
Proctor, and Baltimore Streets, would experience varying degrees of traffic increases. Volumes on 
Stevens and Baltimore Streets would increase by approximately 1,000 vpd. While the 1,000 vpd 
represents only about a 15% increase on Stevens, traffic volume on Baltimore north of North 46th 
Street would double from approximately 1,000 to 2,000 vpd. Under this level of traffic, Baltimore 
Street would continue to function as a local access street; however, the traffic volume would be at 
the upper end of that usually associated with local access streets. 

Traffic volume on Orchard, Vassault, North 51st, and Proctor Streets would increase only slightly 
with Orchard Street having the greatest increase, approximately 500 vpd. Alternative 2 would 
increase traffic volumes on regional facilities, SR-16 and Schuster Parkway, by up to 2,000 vpd. 
The Tacoma Narrows Bridge would experience an increase of only 200 vpd. In both cases, . 
increases of this order would be unnoticeable compared to the total roadway traffic. 

PM peak-hour volumes were developed by combining the trip distribution derived from the model 
for Alternative 2 with the trip generation for the Smelter Site. The resulting assignment was added 
to the traffic volumes for the No Action Alternative to produce the estimated 2010 PM peak-hour 
traffic volumes shown in Figure 4.10-11. The Smelter Site-related traffic during the PM peak hour 
is generally outbound from the study area, whereas the overall transportation study area traffic is 
generally inbound. As noted previously, Ruston Way traffic is highly directional with 67% of the 
traffic northbound in the PM peak hour. Thus, Smelter Site traffic, which is more than 80% 
southbound, adds relatively little traffic to the critical volumes. 

Traffic Operations. 

Off site Roadways. PM peak-hour volumes were analyzed to determine the level of service 
with Alternative 2. Minimal impacts would occur with all intersections operating at essentially the 
same LOS as under the No Action Alternative. However, one intersection, Ruston Way at North 
49th Street, would decline to LOS E. Installation of a traffic signal would improve the LOS at this 
location to LOS A. As described in the No Action Alternative, traffic operations at Ruston 
Way/Alder Street, McCarver Street/North 30th Street, Pearl Street/North 26th Street, Orchard 
Street/North 30th Street, and Stevens Street/North 30th Street could be improved through 
mitigation, which would result in LOS D or above for this alternative. No change would occur in 
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the estimated LOS on SR-16. Intersection LOS for Alternative 2 is shown in Table 4.10-6; 1996 
and 2010 data also are shown with Alternative 1 for comparison. 

The Ruston Way corridor between Mccarver Street and Alder Way would continue to operate at 
LOS C during the PM peak hour on weekdays. As with Alternative 1, the estimated level of 
service on summer weekends would decline to LOS E. The Smelter Site, including the yacht club 
and boat launch, contributes approximately 6% of the volume in this section of Ruston Way. As 
discussed in the existing conditions and No Action Alternative, the Ruston Way corridor would be 
most utilized during the summer evenings and weekends. The project traffic associated with 
Alternative 2 does not contribute a volume of traffic that would create noticeable changes in 
operation on Ruston Way. As previously discussed, difficulty and/or delay would occur primarily 
on minor streets and local businesses along Ruston Way during the peak periods. 

Onsite Roadways. As part of Smelter Site redevelopment, onsite roadways would include 
the roundabout as described under the No Action Alternative, with the addition of the Peninsula 
Park Road between the boat launch road and the roundabout. A preliminary evaluation of PM 
peak-hour traffic volumes onsite would indicate the roundabout to operate at LOS B. Further 
analysis should be completed when the design of the roundabout and onsite development locations 
are finalized. 

GMA/Concurrency. The concurrency analysis for Alternative 2 shows that arterials within the 
transportation study area would have an average V /C ratio of 0.58 and that 85% of the arterial lane 
miles would be at a V/C ratio of 0.89 or less. This shows that at the lowest level of Smelter Site 
development, little or no change in the concurrency evaluation would occur. No more than 15% of 
the arterial lane miles would operate at 0.89 V /C or above. 

Accidents/Safety. Higher volumes and levels of congestion generally result in an increase in traffic 
accidents. The onsite roadway design would be consistent with City and Town standards. In 
combination with the relatively low traffic volumes in the northern section of Ruston Way, these 
improvements would minimize accidents in that corridor. In the southern section of Ruston Way, 
the increased volume would result in additional conflicts with vehicles accessing the adjacent 
development. Pedestrian and bicycle safety would be improved by the additional separate facilities 
on the Smelter Site. 

Transit. Currently, no transit service is provided to the Smelter Site. As noted earlier, previous 
attempts to provide service in the Ruston Way corridor were unsuccessful. The Smelter Site 
developed in a low-intensity configuration with ample onsite parking and is estimated to generate a 
demand for less than 25 transit trips per day. This figure assumes approximately 3% of employee 
travel by transit. This level of potential transit demand is not high enough to justify rerouting 
existing transit service or adding new transit routes. 

Parking. Parking demand would be accommodated onsite. Each building pad would have 
adequate parking for that building. Under Alternative 2, the Smelter Site would provide 723 
parking spaces for the commercially developed area. Additional parking would be provided for the 
marina, yacht club, and parks. Parking demand will be dependent on the amount and intensity of 
development which occurs in each development area. Retail uses would generate the greatest 
parking demand while light industrial uses would generate the least. The mixed use scenario, 
which would likely include a variety of uses, would generate a peak parking demand in the range 
of 2.5 to 3.0 spaces per 1,000 gsf. For Alternative 2, this is equivalent to a peak parking demand 
of 600 to 720 spaces. The site would provide adequate parking to serve the anticipated demand. 
To further mitigate any potential parking spillover, each development area would provide parking 
to meet its minimum needs. Pedestrian pathways would connect the development areas, which 
may allow parking to be shared between areas. A TMP program for the site would be implemented 
to further reduce parking demand. 
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TABLE 4.10-6: 2010 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE -

I ALTERNATIVE 2 

Intersection 1996 Alt 1 Alt2 

I Signalized 
6th/SR-16 WB Off-Ramp B B B 
Jackson/SR-16 WB Ramps C C C 

I I Jackson/SR-16 EB Ramps E F F 
Mccarver/Ruston B B B 

I 
McCarver/30th C E(C) F(D) 
Pearl/21st C D D 
Pearl/26th F F(C) F(C) 

I Pearl/30th B B B 
Pearl/46th B B B 
Pearl/SI st B B B 

I Pearl/SR-16 WB On-Ramp A B B 
Pearl/SR-16 EB Ramps B C C 

I 
Narrows Drive/17th B B B 
Stevens/N 30th B E(B) F(B) 
Narrows Drive/26th Ea B B 

I Pearl/31th pa B B 

All-Way Sto12 
Pearl/54th/Park B A A 

I Orchard/30th C F(B) F(B) 
Unsignalized 

I 
Baltimore/46th B B B 
Bennett/S l st B B B 
Ferdinand/46th B C D 

I Ruston/40th B B C 
Ruston/49th C D E(A) 
Ruston/ Alder D F(B) F(B) 

I Orchard/46th B B B 
Pearl/Park Wy B B B 
V assault/31th B B B 

I V assault/46th B B B 
V assault/S 1st A B B 

I E (C) - unmitigated (mitigated) LOS - see text. 

I 
a Intersection is unsignalized in 1996. 

Source: TRANSPO, 1997. 

I 
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On summer weekends, the parking demand for the parks, boat launch, and marina would increase. 
Any restaurant or retail space under this alternative also would generate higher demand during that 
time of the year. However, the demand generated by the office space would be minimal. By 
comparing weekday and weekend trip generation rates, the peak parking demand on a weekend can 
be estimated at 650 spaces. Thus, the Smelter Site has adequate onsite parking for weekend as 
well as weekday activities. 

Pedestrians/Bicyclists. Development of the Smelter Site would include walkways and sidewalks 
connecting the development pads as well as bicycle storage facilities (e.g., bike racks) at each 
building. The development on the Smelter Site would generate additional activity in the area, and 
improved facilities would be adequate to accommodate the increased demand. 

Other Transportation Modes 

Rail. The development should not affect rail operations. 

Ferries. This alternative would generate less than 10 new ferry trips per day. No impacts on ferry 
operations would occur. 

Recreational Boating. Improvements to the boat launch constructed as part of the build alternatives 
include access improvements to the yacht club, which would enhance the recreational boating 
opportunities. 

Trucks. Truck traffic would continue to represent about 2% of the traffic. The project would not 
generate truck traffic in excess of other development along the Ruston Way waterfront. 

Emergency Vehicle Access. The Smelter Site is located about 1 mile from local police and fire 
stations. Minimal impacts on emergency vehicle access would occur. 

School Bus Routes. The project would add traffic to residential streets, such as Baltimore, 
Stevens, and Orchard Streets. However, the low level of development would generally have 
minimal impact on school bus operations. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

This alternative would develop approximately 990,000 gsf of commercial space on the Smelter 
Site. It would create approximately 2,970 parking spaces. About 11,900 new daily trips and 
1,540 new PM peak-hour trips would be generated on an average weekday. 

Street System. The street system and related impacts for Alternative 3 would be the same as those 
described under the previous build alternatives. 

Traffic Volumes. Traffic volumes would increase primarily in three corridors: Ruston Way, 
Stevens Street, and Pearl Street (Figure 4.10-12). All of these corridors would experience 
increases of 2,000 to 3,600 vpd as compared to the No Action Alternative. Alternative 3-related 
impacts to Ruston Way would be only 8% greater than Alternative 2, although the Smelter Site 
would generate three times as much traffic. This is because some traffic with destinations in the 
uplands area would divert to other routes rather than compete for the limited capacity on Ruston 
Way. These other routes include North 51st Street/Pearl Street, Orchard Street, and Stevens 
Street, all of which have a relatively greater overall capacity. Ruston Way would tend to serve a 
greater percentage of local traffic with destinations along the Commencement Bay waterfront with 
Alternative 3 as compared to the No Action Alternative. The result is that daily traffic volume 
along Ruston Way would increase by about 15% while volumes on the uplands area streets would 
increase by as much as 40% compared to the No Action Alternative. 
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Daily traffic volumes on Baltimore Street would increase threefold as compared to the No Action 
Alternative. This increase is related to the building on Development Areas U-2 and U-3, which 
access directly onto Baltimore Street, and would generate more than 1,000 trips per day, as well as 
development along Ruston Way, which may utilize Baltimore Street. Under these volume 
conditions (4,000 to 5,000 vpd), Baltimore Street would begin to function more as a collector 
arterial than a local access street. To bring Baltimore Street up to standards for a collector arterial, 
the roadway would need to be reconstructed north of North 46th Street Part of this reconstruction 
would be accomplished during the remediation of the Smelter Site. Further traffic control 
measures would need to be implemented to keep traffic out of the neighborhood along Baltimore 
Street south of North 46th Street. 

An alternate method of alleviating congestion on Baltimore Street would be to restrict access to and 
from the roundabout with Baltimore Street. By removing or closing the bridge linking Gallagher 
Way and the residential area on Baltimore Street, Baltimore Street would remain a local access 
street for residents. The roundabout would have one less intersection and operate more efficiently. 
If the desire is to maintain Baltimore's existing roadway character, other corridors in the area will 
experience an increase in traffic. 

The increased traffic volume on Stevens Street would be consistent with its classification as a 
minor arterial. These types of facilities can be expected to carry volumes as high as 20,000 vpd. 
The estimated 2010 volume of 9,000 to 12,000 vpd is well within that range; however, the 
increased traffic levels would be noticeable to residents living along the street. 

Weekend traffic volumes on Ruston Way would increase by 1,400 vpd as compared to the No 
Action Alternative. Traffic congestion in the Ruston Way corridor would continue to occur during 
peak activities. As with the other alternatives, the level of service on weekends would decline to 
LOS E. Options to reduce the congestion could include a shuttle bus to connect areas along the 
Commencement Bay waterfront. 

The PM peak-hour volumes shown in Figure 4.10-13 reflect the commute trip characteristics of 
both the Smelter Site development and area as a whole. Higher volumes can be accommodated on 
Ruston Way because of existing traffic patterns, which are heavily oriented to northbound traffic in 
the PM peak hour. Pearl Street also has some capacity in this off-peak (southbound) direction. 
The traffic assignment of project trips reflects these characteristics. This accommodation results in 
less intrusion into the neighborhoods by commercial traffic during the PM peak hour. 

Traffic Operations. 

Offsite Roadways. The PM peak-hour traffic volumes were analyzed to determine the 
operating conditions under Alternative 3. Table 4.10-7 summarizes the results of 2010 forecasted 
intersection level of service with development of Alternative 3, and also shows the results 
associated with Alternatives 1 and 2 for comparison. The Medium-Intensity Alternative would 
result in a slight increase in congestion on Pearl Street; however, operating conditions would 
generally remain at or above LOS D. The intersection of Pearl Street/North 21st Street is expected 
to drop from LOS D to LOS E with the addition of project trips. Reconstruction of the North 21st 
Street approaches to add right-tum lanes would improve the operating conditions to LOS D. 
Alternately, regional transportation demand management (TOM) strategies could reduce traffic by 
as much as 15%, which also would improve the operating conditions. TOM programs as part of 
the project also could contribute to reduced traffic volumes and improved traffic operations. 

The intersections needing mitigation identified under Altemati ve 1 include Jackson Street/SR- I 6, 
McCarver Street/North 30th Street, Pearl Street/North 26th Street, Orchard Street/North 30th 
Street, Ruston Way/Alder Street, and Ruston Way/North 49th Street, and would operate at LOS 0 
or better with the measures previously discussed. In addition, the intersection of Ferdinand 
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Street/North 46th Street would need a traffic signal to achieve LOS D or better. An all-way stop 
improvement may be more compatible with the surrounding residential area; however, this 
improvement would result in an LOS E condition. 

No change in SR-16 operating conditions would be expected with the addition of project trips. 
The HOV access treatment previously discussed would improve operations to LOS D although, as 
noted, this would result in substantial queues forming at the Pearl Street interchange. 

Under this alternative, the estimated weekday level of service on Ruston Way between Mccarver 
Street and Alder Street would decline to LOS D; weekend LOS would be the same as that for 
Alternatives 1 and 2 (LOS E). 

Project traffic would account for approximately 19% of weekday daily traffic and 8% of weekend 
daily traffic on Ruston Way. An increase in volumes over the previous alternatives would slightly 
increase delay to vehicles approaching Ruston Way from minor streets and local businesses. 
Vehicles at driveway intersections would have a longer wait to find gaps in through traffic on 
Ruston Way; however, the overall LOS D condition represents satisfactory conditions that do not 
necessarily warrant improvements to Ruston Way. The Ruston Way/49th Street intersection 
would be most affected by Alternative 3 project traffic, while other intersections farther south are 
expected to experience no noticeable differences above the other alternatives. 

Onsite Roadways. There would be minimal change in the operating conditions at the 
roundabout intersections with Alternative 3 PM peak-hour traffic volumes. 

GMA/Concurrency. The concurrency analysis for Alternative 3 shows that the average V/C ratio 
for arterials within the transportation study area would be 0.61 and that 84% of the arterial lane 
miles would be at a V /C ratio of 0.89 or less. This suggests that at this level of development, the 
concurrency threshold could just be crossed. It is important to remember, however, that the impact 
of the development on the citywide average V/C would likely be less. Further, arterials on the 
outer edge of the transportation study area are the primary contributors to high V /C ratios in the 
transportation study area and could be improved by restricting peak-hour parking, thus bringing 
the study area within the concurrency guidelines. 

Accidents/Safety. Alternative 3 would have essentially the same features and impacts as those 
described under Alternative 2. Higher traffic volumes generated by the Smelter Site may result in a 

· proportionally higher number of accidents. 

Pedestrian/bicycle facilities constructed as part of the Smelter Site development would provide 
safer conditions for both modes of travel. 

Transit. Under this alternative, the Smelter Site is estimated to generate approximately 150-200 
transit trips per day. To serve this transit demand, new routes could be implemented to serve the 
immediate Smelter Site vicinity. Additionally, Routes 50 and 51 could be extended along an 
improved Baltimore Street down to the Smelter Site. Because the demand is generally in the off
peak direction, these routes should contain adequate capacity to accommodate the demand. 

Parking. Alternative 3 would provide approximately 2,970 parking spaces to serve the needs of 
the commercial development. Parking would be located in surface lots and ground floor of each 
building. Parking for the marina, yacht club and parks would be provided as described earlier. As 
with Alternative 3, the peak parking demand would be dependent on the amount and intensity of 
development in each area. The peak demand for the overall site wouldJikely range from 2,475 to 
2,970 spaces. The site would provide adequate parking to serve the demand. Each development 
area would provide parking to meet its minimum needs. Pedestrian pathways would connect 
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TABLE 4.10-7: 2010 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE -

I ALTERNATIVE 3 

Intersection 1996 Alt 1 Alt2 Alt3 

I Signalized 
6th/SR-16 WB Off-Ramp B B B B 
Jackson/SR-16 WB Ramps C C C C 

I Jackson/SR-16 EB Ramps E F F F 
McCarver/Ruston B B B B 

I 
McCarver/30th C E(C) F(D) F(D) 
Pearl/21st C D D E 
Pearl/26th F F(C) F(C) F(C) 

,I Pearl/30th B B B B 
Pearl/46th B B B B 
Pearl/51st B B B C 

I Pearl/SR-16 WB On-Ramp A B B C 
Pearl/SR-16 EB Ramps B C C D 

I 
Narrows Drive/17th B B B B 
Stevens/N 30th B E(B) F(B) F(B) 
Narrows Drive/26th Ea B B B 

I: Pearl/37th Fa B B B 

All-Way Stop 
Pearl/54th/Park B A A A 

I Orchard/30th C F(B) F(B) F(B) 
Unsignalized ,, Baltimore/46th B B B C 

Bennett/51 st B B B C 
Ferdinand/46th B C D F(B) ,. Ruston/40th B B C C 
Ruston/49th C D E(A) F(D) 
Ruston/ Alder D F(B) F(B) F(B) 

I Orchard/46th B B B B 
Pearl/Park Wy B B B B 
Vassault/37th B B B B 

,I V assault/46th B B B B 
V assault/51 st A B B B 

I E (C) - unmitigated (mitigated) LOS - see text. 

I 
a Intersection is unsignalized in 1996. 

Source: TRANSPO, 1997. 

I, 
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adjacent development areas allowing for some shared parking to occur. In addition, a TMP 
program would be implemented to reduce parking demand. 

As with Alternative 2, summer weekend parking demand related to the commercial space would be 
relatively low. The abundant parking could be utilized by park users to help alleviate parking 
shortfalls which may occur further south along Ruston Way. Implementation of a summer 
weekend waterfront shuttle could efficiently connect this parking supply to other areas of the 
waterfront as well as Point Defiance Park. 

Pedestrian/Bicyclists. Features and impacts would essentially be the same as those described 
under Alternative 2. 

Other Transportation Modes 

Rail. Impacts would essentially be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Ferries. This alternative is estimated to generate 30 new daily ferry trips. Impacts would be the 
same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Recreational Boating. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Trucks. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Emergency Vehicle Access. Higher traffic volumes and increased congestion may increase 
response times. 

School Bus Routes. The shift in traffic volumes caused by the development under Alternative 3 
would add traffic volume to residential streets in the uplands. The greatest impact would be during 
the morning peak hour when Smelter Site traffic and school buses are both on the road. The 
Smelter Site-related traffic would use Ruston Way, Pearl Street/North 51st Street and, to some 
extent Stevens Street/Baltimore Street to access the Smelter Site. With the exception of Stevens 
Street/Baltimore Street, relatively little conflict would occur with school bus pickups. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

This alternative would develop approximately 1,850,000 gsf of commercial space on the Smelter 
Site. It would create approximately 5,560 parking spaces. This alternative would generate 21,800 
new daily trips and 2,840 new PM peak-hour trips on an average weekday. 

Street System. Impacts to the street system would be the same as those described under 
Alternatives 2 and 3. 

Traffic Volumes. On an average weekday, this alternative would generate almost twice as many 
trips as Alternative 3 and almost six times as many trips as Alternative 2. The additional traffic 
would be spread out among the major routes serving the study area with the largest volume 
increases occurring on Pearl, Stevens, and Orchard Streets. As with Alternative 3, much of the 
traffic on Orchard and Stevens Streets is local traffic which has been displaced from Ruston Way 
rather than Smelter Site traffic. 

Under this alternative, the largest increase in traffic, almost 5,000 vpd, would occur on Pearl and 
Stevens Streets. The volume on Ruston Way would only increase by 4,100 vpd. The greater 
increase on Pearl Street is because of the limited capacity on Ruston Way, which results in some 
Smelter Site traffic using Pearl Street rather than Ruston Way. This would also increase the 
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volume on North 51st Street through the Town to 6,200 vpd as compared to 4,700 vpd for the No 
Action Alternative. 

Baltimore Street would experience volume increases of as much as 7,000 vpd. The volume of 
traffic would be inconsistent with its design and designation as a local access street. North of 
North 46th Street, the street would need to be reconstructed to meet collector arterial standards. 
Traffic control measures would need to be implemented at North 46th Street to keep traffic out of 
the neighborhood to the south. As with Alternative 3, Baltimore Street could be closed at the 
roundabout, thereby reducing traffic through the residential areas. However, this would result in 
increased traffic volumes on other critical links, such as Ruston Way. 

This alternative would add 500 vpd to the Tacoma Narrows Bridge and 3,500 vpd to Schuster 
Parkway. Estimated 2010 average weekday traffic volumes for Alternative 4 are shown in Figure 
4.10-14. 

Weekend traffic volumes on Ruston Way would increase to an estimated 25,600 vpd. As noted 
earlier, relative impacts of the project on weekend traffic would be minimal, increasing 9% more 
than the No Action Alternative. Options to reduce the traffic volumes in the corridor could include 
a shuttle bus connecting activities along the Commencement Bay waterfront. 

Estimated PM peak-hour traffic volumes for this alternative follow essentially the same traffic 
patterns as those described under Alternative 3. The major travel corridors would be Ruston Way · 
and Pearl Street. As discussed previously, most of the peak-hour traffic volume is in the off-peak 
direction. Traffic volumes from the Smelter Site would match, and in some cases exceed, the 
existing flow inbound to the study area, which results in a more efficient use of the system 
capacity. Estimated 2010 PM peak-hour volumes for Alternative 4 are shown in Figure 4.10-15. 

Traffic Operations. 

Offsite Roadways. An analysis of traffic operations was conducted using PM peak-hour 
traffic volumes estimated for Alternative 4, and are summarized in Table 4.10-8. For comparison, 
results of the LOS analysis for all other alternatives also are shown. The effect of increased traffic 
volumes is apparent at a number of locations, including Pearl Street at North 51 st Street, Baltimore 
Street at North 46th Street , and Ruston Way at North 40th Street. To improve the traffic 
conditions at Pearl Street/North 51st Street, restriping the westbound approach from a shared 
through/left-tum lane with a right-tum-only lane to a left-tum lane with a shared left-/through
/right-tum lane. This modification would create greater capacity for the vehicles making a left-tum 
movement from North 51st Street to southbound Pearl Street, and improve the level of service to 
LOS C. This would require changes to the on-street parking on Pearl Street. It should be noted 
that the new access road between Ruston Way and the Vashon ferry terminal would create a new 
route between the Smelter Site and the terminal; thus, less vehicles would be utilizing the right-tum 
lane on North 51 st Street to access the terminal from Pearl Street. 

Operating conditions at Baltimore and North 46th Streets could be improved to LOS D with an all
way stop, which is consistent with the control devices in this residential area. In addition, the 
intersection of Ruston Way at North 40th Street would require a traffic signal to improve the level 
of service. The intersection of Pearl Street/North 21st Street would decline to LOS Funder this 
alternative. Major reconstruction of the intersection to provide additional right-tum lanes on all 
approaches would be required to improve operating conditions to LOS D. The current intersection 
geometry utilizes the existing right-of-way; construction of tum lanes would require additional 
rights-of-way. 
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TABLE 4.10-8: 2010 INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE -
ALTERNATIVE 4 .1-

Intersection 1996 Alt 1 Alt2 Alt3 Alt4 

Signalized I 6th/SR-16 WB Off-Ramp B B B B B 
Jackson/SR-16 WB Ramps C C C C C 

I Jackson/SR-16 EB Ramps E F F F F 
McCarver/Ruston B B B B B 
McCarver/30th C E(C) F(D) F(D) F(D) I Pearl/21st C D D E F 
Pearl/26th F F(C) F(C) F(C) F(D) 
Pearl/30th B B B B B I Pearl/46th B B B B B 
Pearl/SI st B B B C F(C) 
Pearl/SR-16 WB On-Ramp A B B C E I Pearl/SR-16 EB Ramps B C C D E 
Narrows Drive/17th B B B B B :1 Stevens/N 30th B E(B) F(B) F(B) F(C) ', 

Narrows Drive/26th Ea B B B B 

Pearl/31th pa B B B B I All-Way Stop 
Pearl/54th/Park B A A A A 

1-Orchard/30th C F(B) F(B) F(B) F(C) 
Unsignalized 

Baltimore/46th B B B C F(D) ,, 
Bennett/S 1st B B B C D 
Ferdinand/46th B C D F(B) F(C) 
Ruston/40th B B C C E(A) I Ruston/49th C D E(A) F(D) F(D) 
Ruston/ Alder D F(B) F(B) F(B) F(D) 
Orchard/46th B B B B C 1 Pearl/Park Wy B B B B B 
V assault/31th B B B B B :1 V assault/46th B B B B B 
V assault/S 1st A B B B B 

E (C) - unmitigated (mitigated) LOS - see text. 
I 

alntersection is unsignalized in 1996. 

I Source: TRANSPO, 1997. 

I 
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As with Alternative 3, improvements at McCarver Street/North 30th Street, Pearl Street/North 26th 
Street, Orchard Street/North 30th Street, Ruston Way/Alder Street, Ruston Way/North 49th Street, 
and Ferdinand Street/North 46th Street would be required to achieve LOS D or better. Mccarver 
Street/North 30th Street would require additional capacity with Alternative 4 traffic volumes to 
maintain LOS D conditions. Parking restrictions to provide right-tum lanes on North 30th Street 
may be necessary to improve conditions. In addition to signal improvements on Ruston Way at 
Alder Street and North 49th Street, it would be necessary to widen the minor approaches to two 
lanes at the intersection, and construct a southbound right-tum lane on Ruston Way at both 
locations. 

The segment of SR-16 east of the Tacoma Narrows Bridge would continue to operate at LOS Dor 
above with the addition of project trips. The Tacoma Narrows Bridge would continue to operate at 
LOS F. The ramp junctions on SR-16 at both the Jackson Street and Pearl Street interchanges are 
expected to be minimally impacted by Alternative 4 PM peak-hour traffic volumes. The delay at 
the intersections on Pearl Street at the SR-16 eastbound and westbound ramps would increase with 
the LOS, declining to LOS E; however, the Jackson Street ramp intersections would be minimally 
impacted. Potential HOV preferential treatments at the on-ramps would improve traffic operations 
on SR-16, but would result in queues that extending onto Pearl Street. 

Weekday PM peak-hour LOS on Ruston Way between Mccarver and Alder Streets would decline 
to LOS Fas compared to LOS CID for the other alternatives. Access to adjacent businesses would 
become very difficult, even with the two-way left-tum lane. Alternative 4 traffic volumes would 
increase through traffic on Ruston Way to the point where widening of this section to 4-5 lanes 
would be required to improve the estimated LOS. However, this is contrary to City policy, which 
limits Ruston Way to 2-3 lanes. If site development were to occur at this level, a more detailed 
analysis of capacity enhancement options of the Ruston Way corridor should occur. The analysis 
should address roadway capacity parking needs, adjacent land uses, and the railroad. Weekend 
level of service would be the same as for the other Alternatives (LOS E). 

Onsite Roadways. The roundabout is expected to operate at LOS DIE with Alternative 4 
traffic volumes. Based on our preliminary analysis, congestion is expected to occur in the vicinity 
of the Peninsula Park Road approach. A more detailed analysis of the roundabout should be 
complete once the development pad locations and intensities are determined to accurately access the 
roundabout intersections and overall operating conditions. 

GMA/Concurrency. The concurrency analysis for Alternative 4 shows that the average V /C ratio 
for arterials within the transportation study area would be 0.65 and that 81 % of the arterial lane 
miles would be at a V/C ratio of 0.89 or less. As noted under Alternative 3, this indicates that the 
study area could fall out of compliance with GMA concurrency. As noted previously, parking 
restrictions on arterials at the fringe of the transportation study area would bring the area into 
compliance. 

Accidents/Safety. Alternative 4 would have the same features and impacts as Alternatives 2 and 3. 
Higher traffic volumes associated with this alternative may contribute to an increase in traffic 
accidents. 

Pedestrian and bicycle facilities constructed as part of the Smelter Site development would provide 
safer conditions for both modes of travel. 

Transit. Alternative 4 would generate an estimated 300 to 400 transit trips per day. As noted 
earlier, there is currently no service to the Smelter Site. Rerouting of existing transit routes to 
serve the Smelter Site could accommodate the estimated demand. With development of a major 
employment center (6,000+ employees) on the Smelter Site, an opportunity would exist to enhance 
transit service to the area. A multi-modal center developed onsite could form a hub for 
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accommodating a mixture of transportation modes, including bus, trolley/train, and 
bicycle/pedestrian. Patronage generated by the Smelter Site would be a function of the 
density/amount of development and the success of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
program. A successful TDM could produce a transit mode split of about 4 to 5%. At the 1.8 msf 
development level, this could equate to about 250 riders in the peak period. This level of ridership 
would require three to four buses per hour serving the Smelter Site, and could be accommodated 
by extending and/or rerouting existing routes and increasing service or by implementing new 
service. Connections to the north end of the light rail line in the Tacoma CBD would link the 
Smelter Site to the regional transit system. 

A multimodal center could be located onsite to provide a focus for transit service. This hub also 
could accommodate shuttle service connecting the various developments along the Commencement 
Bay waterfront and Point Defiance Park. This shuttle service would allow more efficient use of the 
parking on the Smelter Site during high demand periods, suc!i as summer weekends. 

The multimodal center also could be served by trolley/rail service using the existing rail lines on the 
east side of Ruston Way. A number of constraints make this option less viable: 

• Inadequate clearance would interfere with operation of diesel trains (freight and Amtrak) on the 
same track with electric trolleys or light rail; 

• High train volume in the corridor requires two tracks for Burlington Northern/Santa Fe 
(BNSF) and Union Pacific (UP) operations; 

• The second track is used for stacking/staging freight trains before they enter the single track in 
the tunnel; and 

• The railroads do not typically permit joint operations of commercial train service and light 
rail/trolley service on the same track. 

Pursuing this option as a serious proposal would require close coordination with both railroads to 
ensure resolution of the above issues. 

Parking. Alternative 4 would provide approximately 5,600 parking spaces to serve the commercial 
development. Parking would be located in separate structures as well as the ground floor of 
buildings. As with the other build alternatives, parking demand would be dependent on the 
amount and intensity of the development in each area. The peak parking demand for the overall 
site would likely range from 4,635 to 5,565 spaces. The site would provide adequate parking to 
serve the demand. Each development area would provide parking to accommodate at least the 
minimum parking demand. Pedestrian pathways would connect adjacent development areas to 
allow for some shared parking. A TMP would be implemented to further reduce the parking 
demand. 

As with Alternative 3, a substantial surplus of parking would exist on summer weekends. This 
surplus could be used to serve other uses along the Commencement Bay waterfront and Point 
Defiance Park by implementing a shuttle as described earlier. 

Pedestrians/Bicyclists. Features and impacts would be the same as those described under 
Alternative 3. 

Other Transportation Modes 

Rail. Impacts would be the same as those described under the other Build alternatives. 
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Ferries. Alternative 4 is estimated to generate up to 50 new daily trips on the Point 
DefianceN ash on ferry. The route has adequate capacity to accommodate the additional demand. 

Recreational Boating. Impacts would be the same as those described under the build alternatives. 

Trucks. Impacts would be the same as those described under the build alternatives. 

Emergency Vehicle Access. Higher traffic volumes and increased congestion for Alternative 4 may 
result in greater response time than for the build alternatives. 

School Bus Routes. Higher traffic volumes associated with Alternative 4 may increase conflicts 
with school buses. This would most likely occur during the morning peak hour and affect 
primarily residential areas, such as those along Orchard and Stevens Streets. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Cumulative impacts which reflect the development of other property in the study area have been 
included in the analysis of the alternatives. This 2010 background growth represents an increase 
of about 1 % per year in traffic volume. 

4.10.4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

Alternative 1: No Action 

No mitigation measures are proposed. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Construction truck traffic would be routed to minimize impacts on residential areas. 

The primary routes would be Ruston Way and Pearl Street. Construction workers would park 
onsite. Specific construction traffic mitigation measures would be identified at the time permit 
application for specific development proposals were to be submitted. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Mitigation measures would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Mitigation measures would be essentially the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Operation 

A site-specific TDM program can have a significant impact on reducing trip generation from a 
project site, especially if the development is largely occupied by regular commuters. The higher 
the intensity of development, the more successful a TDM program is likely to be. Elements 
appropriate to each of the build alternatives are discussed below. Although a successful TDM 
program may reduce the Smelter Site trip generation by as much as 15%, physical improvements to 
the roadway system still may be necessary to mitigate the development impacts. Successfully 
reducing site traffic could, however, increase the amount of development that could occur before 
various mitigation thresholds are reached. 
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In addition, specific physical improvements are identified for each alternative. Note that the 
mitigation measures are additive. Alternative 2 includes all measures identified for Alternative 1 by 
reference; Alternative 3 includes all measures identified for Alternatives 1 and 2 by reference; and 
Alternative 4 includes all measures identified for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 by reference. A summary 
of the proposed mitigation is shown in Table 4.10-9. 

TABLE 4.10-9: PROPOSED MITIGATION - OPERATION IMPACTS 

Potential Mitigation Measures: 
Programmatic/Transportation Management Plan - Onsite 

TDM Measures 
Regional CTR 
Transit/Carpool Info 
Preferred Parking for Carpools 
Bike Racks 
Telecommuting Features 
Revised Transit Service 
Transit Pass Subsidies 
Site Transportation Coordinator 
Flextime/Staggered Work Hour Programs 
Parking Fees for SOV s 
Parking Subsidies for HOVs 
Onsite Multi-Modal Transit Hub 
Transit Shuttle 

Potential Mitigation Measures: 
Physical Improvements - Offsite 

SR-16/Jackson St-HOV Treatment 
McCarver St/N 30th St - Pk Hr Parking Restrictions 
Pearl St/N 26th St - Pk Hr Parking Restrictions 
Orchard St/N 30th St - New Traffic Signal 
Stevens St/N 30th St - Parking Restrictions 
Ruston Way/ Alder St - New Traffic Signal 
Ruston Way/N 49th St - New Traffic Signal 
Ferdinand St/N 46th St - New Traffic Signal 
Baltimore St - Upgrade to Collector Arterial Standards 
Ruston Way/N 40th St - New Traffic Signal 
Pearl St/N 51 st St - Parking Restrictions 

Source: TRANS PO, 1997. 
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Alternative 1: No Action 

Changes in transit service and regional TOM policies as a result of successful implementation of 
commute trip reduction programs would tend to increase the overall transit ridership and 
ridesharing activities in the study area. 

Transportation System Management (TSM) measures, as discussed earlier, could be implemented 
by WSDOT and the City. These could include: 

• Jackson Street/SR-16 - restrict the westbound on-ramp to HOV only and implement ramp 
metering at North Pearl Street; 

• Mccarver Street/North 30th Street - prohibit parking on south leg of Mccarver Street during 
the PM peak hour; 

• Pearl Street/North 26th Street - prohibit parking on North 26th Street; 

• Orchard Street/North 30th Street - install a new traffic signal; 

• Stevens Street/North 30th Street - prohibit parking on Stevens Street and North 30th Street; 
and 

• Ruston Way/Alder Street - install a new traffic signal. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

The parking supply under this alternative (more than 700 spaces) combined with the small size of 
the development (240,000 gsf) does not lend support to a TOM program. However, any employer 
onsite with 100 or more employees is subject to Washington State's Commuter Trip Reduction 
(CTR) program. The program requires major employers to reduce the number of vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) and SOV s by their employees. VMT and SOV trips are targeted to be reduced . 
from a baseline year by 15% in 1995, 25% in 1997, and 35% in 1999. In addition, certain 
elements could be implemented to encourage carpooling and other modes of travel. 

• Locate a kiosk with materials on transit service and carpooling in building lobbies; 

• Reserve the most convenient parking at each building for carpools; 

• Provide bike racks at each building; and 

• Provide design features within each building that accommodate telecommuting. 

This alternative would have minimal impacts. The only substantial impact is to Ruston Way. In 
addition to the improvements noted as part of the No Action Alternative, the following 
improvements should be implemented: 

• .. Ruston Way/North 49th Street - install a new traffic signal. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

The parking supply for this alternative would provide a surplus of more than 475 spaces. 
Although the parking situation would not be supportive of TDM programs, certain additional 
elements could be implemented to reduce the Smelter Site trip generation. 
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• Institute transit service to the Smelter Site by extending or rerouting existing service; 

• Provide transit pass subsidies to employees; 

• Employ a transportation coordinator to oversee the TDM program; and 

• Encourage employers to implement flextime and staggered work hour programs. 

The most significant impact under this alternative would be to Baltimore Street with traffic volumes 
exceeding 3,500 per day north of North 46th Street. Daily volumes at the south end of Ruston 
Way would increase to levels on an average day in 2010 that are comparable to weekend volumes 
in 1995. Although this would contribute to some localized congestion, City policy requires 
maintaining Ruston Way in its current two- to three-lane configuration. However, new traffic 
signals would be needed at certain locations. The proposed improvements for this alternative, in 
addition to those discussed for the No Action Alternative and Alternative 2, include: 

• Baltimore Street - reconstruct the roadway north of North 46th Street to collector arterial 
standards. Implement traffic control measures at Baltimore Street/North 46th Street to reduce 
traffic in the residential areas to the south; and 

• Ferdinand Street/North 46th Street - install an all-way stop or traffic signal. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Under this alternative, the Smelter Site would have almost 6,500 employees and more than 5,500 
parking spaces. Although a surplus of parking spaces is expected, the level of development is 
highly supportive of TDM program elements. In addition to the previous items, the following 
elements could be implemented: 

• Institute a parking fee for single-occupant vehicles; 

• Provide parking subsidies for high-occupancy vehicles; 

• Create a multimodal center/transit_ hub on the Smelter Site; and 

• Implement a transit shuttle to connect the development along the Commencement Bay 
waterfront with the Smelter Site and Point Defiance Park. 

This alternative would have greater impacts on Baltimore Street and Ruston Way. Traffic volumes 
on other streets in the area would require new traffic signals at various locations. Improvements in 
addition to those noted above include: 

• Ruston Way/North 40th Street - install a new traffic signal; 

• Baltimore Street/North 46th Street - install an all-way stop; and 

• Pearl Street/North 51st Street - prohibit parking to allow two left-tum lanes from North 51st 
Street to southbound Pearl Street. 
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4.10.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

Alternative 1: No Action 

An increase in traffic volumes in the transportation study area would occur as a result of the general 
areawide increase in population and employment. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Under Alternative 2, an increase in traffic volume on study area streets would occur, particularly 
along Ruston Way. Average weekday traffic volumes would approach current summer weekend 

. traffic volumes. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Alternative 3 would result in higher traffic volumes along some streets in the uplands area, 
particularly Baltimore and Stevens Streets, as well as higher volumes on Ruston Way. Traffic 
volumes on Ruston Way would approach or exceed current traffic volumes that occur on summer 
weekends. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Under this alternative, a substantial increase in traffic volumes would occur on streets in the 
uplands area, particularly Baltimore, Stevens and North 51st Streets. Average weekday traffic 
volumes on Ruston Way would exceed current volume conditions that occur on summer weekends 
in the corridor. Traffic operations in the section between McCarver and Alder Streets would 
decline to LOS F during the PM peak hour. 

4.11 LAND AND SHORELINE USE 

4.11.1 Background and Analysis Methodology 

This section evaluates existing land use at the Smelter Site and in the adjacent neighborhood, 
compares existing land use with that proposed under each alternative, examines compatibility of the 
redevelopment with the character of the existing neighborhood land uses, and discusses potential 
mitigation measures to achieve compatibility or reduce possible impacts. This section does not 
analyze zoning or compatibility with existing plans and policies, which is discussed in Section 
4.12, Consistency with Plans and Policies. Figure 4.11-1 shows current land uses at and around 
the Smelter Site. 

Comparative Analysis 

To provide a comparative analysis, proposed land uses (Alternatives 2, 3, and 4) are compared 
with existing land uses (Alternative 1: No Action) at the Smelter Site. Impacts from existing to 
proposed land uses are then analyzed. 

Compatibility Analysis 

The compatibility analysis discusses the character of the proposed land uses at the Smelter Site and 
compares them with the surrounding neighborhood. This compatibility analysis is conducted to 
determine relative environmental impacts of the proposed land uses. 
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4.11.2 Affected Environment 

General Site Description 

The general area of the former Asarco Smelter consists of steep slopes extending down to 
Commencement Bay, producing bluffs along portions of the shoreline. The Smelter Site is divided 
into six areas, and include Stack Hill, cooling pond, arsenic kitchen, copper refinery, fine ore 
building, and southeast areas. Many of these areas were constructed on slag fill, which extended 
the original shoreline when molten slag from the smelter operations was poured into 
Commencement Bay. A car tunnel and a railroad tunnel are located between the Stack Hill and 
Arsenic Kitchen areas. Some dense vegetation exists on steep slopes and along the bluffs above 
Commencement Bay. The adjacent Breakwater Peninsula was formed by molten slag. 

Current Land Uses on the Project Site 

To conduct this analysis, a baseline land use condition was determined. Because the actual 
industrial uses at the Smelter Site had declined over several years because of eventual closure, 
baseline or "existing conditions" were required to compare current and proposed uses. Current use 
is defined as that described in the No Action Alternative (land use following remediation activities). 

Before closure of the Asarco Smelter, the Smelter Site was used as a heavy industrial facility for 
the purpose of smelting and refining metals. The facility began operation in the late 1890s and 
continued its operation through the mid- l 980s. Throughout history, the complex remained at its 
original location on Commencement Bay. The Smelter Site was gradually expanded over time 
from its original 25 acres to its current size. Most of the plant was developed along the shoreline 
with the exception of the former stack, which was constructed upland of the main complex. 

During the 1980s, the EPA directed demolition of structures containing the highest concentrations 
of metals. Two structures remained before the proposed remediation activities, the Fine Ore 
Building and the Administrative Office. Both buildings are scheduled for demolition as part of the 
remediation. 

Following remediation of the project area, the Smelter Site will be vacant as described under the 
No Action Alternative. 

Land Uses in Adjacent Neighborhood 

Most of the neighborhood surrounding the project area was built in the 191 Os to 1940s. For 
purposes of this EIS, only the land uses within approximately 0.25 mile of the Smelter Site are 
considered in the compatibility analysis. A definite change in grade exists (approximately 60 feet) 
from the Smelter Site to the adjacent neighborhood. 

The surrounding area to the east and south of the Smelter Site is primarily single-family residential 
units with minimal interspersed commercial uses. The commercial uses include such activities as a 
neighborhood market, deli, Town Hall, taverns, school, and other similar uses. Point Defiance 
Park is located slightly to the northwest of the Smelter Site. The Tacoma Yacht Club is located on 
the Breakwater Peninsula. A marina and boat launch is located between the peninsula and the 
mainland. Properties directly west of the marina are currently vacant ( currently used for 
recreational uses). This area is well separated from the lower areas by a steep rise. 
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4.11.3 Impacts 

Comparative Impact Analysis 

Construction Impacts 

Construction impacts under the No Action Alternative would be less than those listed under the 
build alternatives. Construction under the build alternatives could occur over a period of time, 
creating noise and visual impacts within different areas of the Smelter Site. Completed 
development areas could potentially be affected by construction of other development areas. 

Operation Impacts {Direct and Indirect) 

No operation impacts are anticipated under the No Action Alternative as the entire Smelter Site will 
remain vacant. Operation impacts that could occur under the build alternatives are minimal. The 
proposed mixed land uses would generally be compatible with one another. Incompatibility could 
exist if a high-end restaurant was constructed adjacent to a light industrial operation. It is highly 
unlikely that this type of incompatibility would occur as much of the development will be market 
driven. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No cumulative impacts are anticipated under the comparative impact analysis. 

Compatibility Impact Analysis 

Construction Impacts 

Construction impacts under the No Action Alternative would be less than those listed under the 
build alternatives. Construction. under the build alternatives could occur over a period of time, 
creating noise and visual impacts in the adjacent neighborhoods if the construction activities were 
to continue. 

Operation Impacts {Direct and Indirect) 

No operation impacts are anticipated under the No Action Alternative as the entire Smelter Site 
would remain vacant. Operation impacts that could occur under the build alternatives are minimal. 
The proposed mixed land uses would generally be compatible with the existing adjacent land uses. 
Some impacts could occur if incompatible uses were placed on Development Areas U-2, U-3, and 
possibly U-1. These three areas are upland of the main portion of the Smelter Site and the most 
integrated with the adjacent neighborhood. Other development areas, W-1, W-2, C-1, and C-2, 
are clearly separated from the adjacent neighborhoods by the steep terrain, railroad operations, and 
roadways. Incompatible uses could include light industrial uses which could be aesthetically 
incompatible or noisy (e.g., truck deliveries, etc.). 

Cumulative Impacts 

No cumulative impacts would be anticipated under the compatibility impact analysis. 
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4.11.4 Mitigation Measures 

Comparative Analysis 

Construction 

Land use impacts under all build alternatives would be reduced if the mitigation measures outlined 
in the Noise and Aesthetics sections of this DEIS are adhered to; therefore, no further mitigation 
would be required. 

Operation 

Compatible uses within the development areas should be considered in the future project-specific 
design of the Smelter Site. 

Cumulative 

No significant impacts are anticipated from the change in land use; therefore, no mitigation would 
be required. 

Compatibility Analysis 

Construction 

Land use impacts under all alternatives would be reduced if the mitigation measures outlined in the 
Noise and Aesthetics sections of this DEIS were adhered to; therefore, no further mitigation would 
be required. · 

Operation 

Compatible uses within the development areas should be considered in the future project-specific 
design of the Smelter Site. Particular consideration should be given in the design and development 
of Development Areas U-2, U-3, and U-1. This consideration should be directed toward the 
design of the buildings relative to noise and aesthetic considerations. 

Cumulative 

No significant impacts are anticipated from the change in land use; tiierefore, no mitigation would 
be required. 

4.11.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

Environmental impacts resulting from the implementation of any of the alternatives could be 
mitigated to a level of insignificance. 
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4.12 CONSISTENCY WITH PLANS AND POLICIES 

This section discusses relevant plans and policies and evaluates their relationship to the four 
development alternatives. If any of the build alternatives were undertaken, the proposed actions 
would need to comply with several relevant state and municipal policies. Portions of some policies 
may limit what can be done in the area because they were written before the public created the 
alternatives described in this DEIS. These limits and conflicts are explained in detail in this 
section. When existing policies create a conflict with proposed future development, the policy can 
be amended through standard, formal channels. 

This section also addresses plans and policies for the area surrounding the Smelter Site that may 
influence local development, but for which the proposed project need not show specific 
consistency. 

4.12.1 Background and Analysis Methodology 

The alternatives discussed in this DEIS present alternative approaches to redevelopment of the 
remediated Smelter Site. These alternatives could include features that go beyond those outlined in 
current State and City/f own ordinances, plans, and policies. The analysis presented in this section 
provides the basis for changing and refining those ordinances, plans, and policies as necessary to 
implement the selected alternative. The purpose of this DEIS is to analyze potential impacts related 
to each of the alternatives. As required by SEPA, a No Action Alternative also is analyzed. Each 
of the redevelopment build alternatives (Low-, Medium-, and High-Intensity), would be generally 
consistent with the provisions of the major plans and policies presented below, although some ex
ceptions are noted in this section. The No Action Alternative would comply in part with these 
regulations, but would not be entirely consistent with all aspects of these policies. 

Regulations, plans, and policies that apply to redevelopment on the Smelter Site include the 
following areas: the GMA, the Shoreline Management Act (SMA), the Comprehensive Plan of 
Ruston, the Generalized Land Use Plan of Tacoma, and the Town and City Municipal Codes. 
Figure 4.12-1, Plans and Policies, provides a table indicating relevant plans and policies. 

4.12.2 Affected Environment 

For purposes of this analysis, the "Affected Environment" consists of the primary plans and 
policies with which the proposed redevelopment alternatives must comply. 

State Plans and Policies 

Integration of Growth Management Planning and Environmental Review Act, 1995 (HB 1724) 

This legislation, signed into law on May 15, 1995, is intended to reform land use and envi
ronmental laws to simplify and coordinate existing regulations. The new legislation provides 
revisions to GMA, SEP A, SMA, and other land use and environmental laws to integrate review 
procedures related to planning and development actions. These changes allow for improvements in 
the development permitting and land use appeals processes. 

Washington State GMA, 1994 

The GMA requires local jurisdictions to assess goals, evaluate community assets, and prepare 
comprehensive plans. The Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 36.70A.020 of the GMA lists 13 
planning goals that are used as a guide in the preparation of a community's comprehensive plan 
and development regulations. Consistency in plans and concurrency of capital facilities and 
infrastructure are basic principles. 
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Growth Management Act (GMA) I 

Shoreline Plans and Regulations 

Comprehensive Plans 

Zoning Regulations 

Platting Requirements 

source: Neeley & Company 
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Integration of SEPA and GMA 

Tacoma Shoreline Master Program 

Ruston Shoreline Management Program 

Tacoma Generalized Land Use Plan (GLUP) 

Comprehensive Plan of Ruston 

Tacoma Land Use Regulatory Code (Tide 13) 

Parking Requirements 

Ruston Zoning Code 

Parking Requirements 

Tacoma Platting Ordinance 

Ruston Subdivision Ordinance 

FIGURE 4. 1 2-1 
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Local Plans, Policies, and Regulations 

Shoreline Plans and Regulations 

Much of the Smelter Site exists within the designated shoreline area governed by Shoreline Master 
Programs of the Town and City. Permitting for projects within the shoreline not only must meet 
local approvals, but is subject to State review through the Department of Ecology (DOE). 
Revisions to the Shoreline Plans in the Town and City require DOE review and approval. 

Section 13.10 of the Tacoma Land Use Regulatory Code (Code) covers shoreline requirements. 
The "Draft Master Program for Shoreline Development," amended by Tacoma City Council in 
1994, also was reviewed for this analysis. 

Shoreline Districts are actual zoning districts in the City Land Use Regulatory Code, rather than an 
overlay to conventional zoning. No underlying zone regulates land use (see the zoning discussion 
of, below). 

The project area is located within two Shoreline Districts, Districts S-5 and S-6, that are governed 
by the Tacoma Shoreline Code: 

Shoreline District S-5. Portions of the Smelter Site owned by the MPD and located north of the 
Ruston boundary, within 200 feet of the Ordinary High Water line, are within Shoreline District S-
5. The S-5 District regulations will govern work in the boat ramp area, Yacht Club and 
Breakwater Marina, Peninsula Park, and Waterfront Promenade. 

The S-5 District has an Environmental Designation of "Conservancy," which allows moderate 
development. According to the Code, "The Conservancy Environment Designation is designed to 
protect, conserve, and manage existing shoreline, natural resources, and valuable historic and 
cultural shoreline areas." 

Allowable uses in the S-5 District include boat ramps, piers, bulkheads, and marinas. Commercial 
development is limited to upland areas only and is restricted to "recreational equipment/services or 
food services," and a building height limit of 35 feet is imposed. 

A side yard view corridor of 30% of the width of the Smelter Site is required. Twenty-foot front 
and rear yard setbacks are required with a wide range of possible exceptions and adjustments. 

Only underground utilities are allowed in the S-5 District. 

Shoreline District S-6. Shoreline District S-6 has an Environmental Designation of "Urban," 
which is intended to "ensure optimum utilization of shorelines within urbanized shoreline areas." 
The intent of the S-6 District is described as "encouraging ... a coordinated plan of mixed public 
and private water-dependent and water-related use activities, including commercial, recreational, 
and open space .... " The S-6 District would govern development on Development Areas W-1 and 
W-2. Depending on the resolution of the Tacoma/Ruston boundary, Development Area C-1 also 
may be included. 

The Park and Promenade aspects of the G 2.1 Site Plan should meet the recreation and open space 
requirements of the S-6 District. Front and rear yard setbacks of 20 feet are required. Side yard 
setbacks of 30% of site width within the Smelter Site are required. 

Both Districts. The Shoreline Code has provisions requiring piers and docks to be safe, and 
unsightly and/or unsafe piers to be repaired or disposed of. These requirements also regulate 
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parking on piers. Shoreline permits for recreational developments are subject to annual review to 
determine if natural resources are being depleted. 

Explicit regulations within the Shoreline Code address signage. 

Ruston Shoreline Master Program. Unlike the Tacoma Shoreline Code, the Ruston Shoreline 
Master Program is an overlay to existing zoning. All of the shorelines that exist within the Town 
are located on the Smelter Site. The Ruston Shoreline Master Program recognizes the Superfund 
status of the Smelter Site, and indicates in its goal statement that "Future development should 
include water-dependent, water-related, or water-oriented uses which contribute to the economic 
vitality and character of Ruston, and provide public access to the shoreline. The environmental 
designation for the property is "urban," and is characterized by the following policies and 
regulations: 

• The general policies of the plan encourage "public visual and physical access to the water" and 
"permit pedestrian waterfront activities." 

• Permitted uses in the shoreline area include most water-dependent operations, such as marinas, 
boat launches, dry docks, and general recreation-related functions. 

• Commercial development resorts, hotels, restaurants, light industrial, office, and warehouse. 
developments are allowed, but require a Conditional Use Permit. 

• Parking not related to an allowable use, junk yards, and storage and treatment of waste is 
prohibited in the Shoreline area. 

• Provisions are made for allowing nonwater-related uses if they can be demonstrated to 
"provide ... appreciable public benefit by increasing public use, enjoyment, or access to the 
shoreline." 

• Special restrictions are placed on parking in shoreline areas, including requirements for 
multiple use and the location of parking relative to buildings and the shoreline. 

• Buildings are required to be set back at least 30 feet from the Ordinary High Water line unless a 
specific water-related requirement exists that they be closer. 

• A maximum height of 30 feet is established. Provision is made for modification by the Town 
Council. 

• Development of piers and docks is specifically regulated and generally restricted to support of 
allowable shoreline uses. 

• Residential densities, setbacks, and height and bulk restrictions are included in the Code. 

Comprehensive Plans 

Under State GMA, both the Town and City have recently updated Comprehensive Plans to address 
general land use development policies. These plans minimally address the specifics of the Smelter 
Site. The MDP will be adopted by the City and Town as a sub-area plan and will provide the 
regulations for the development of the Smelter Site. 

Comprehensive Plan of Ruston. The Draft Comprehensive Plan of the Town, reviewed as part of 
this analysis, was the most recent plan prepared by David Evans and Associates in January 1994. 
The plan contains a land use chapter that specifically discusses the Smelter Site and recommends 
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redevelopment as a Master Planned Development. Subsequent sections of the land use chapter 
describe residential, commercial, and light industrial development. A map indicates that the Asarco 
Property is to be a Master Planned Development with mixed use. 

Tacoma Generalized Land Use Plan. Tacoma's Generalized Land Use Plan (GLUP) reviewed for 
this DEIS was dated June _1993. This document is an element of the City's Land Use Management 
Plan, which in tum is an element of the Comprehensive Plan. The GLUP (Tacoma, 1993a) is the 
land use plan element mandated by the GMA and is adopted as part of the City's long-range 
comprehensive Land Use Management Plan (Tacoma, 1986). The GLUP (Tacoma, 1993a) 
outlines strategies to implement its growth concept and provides a policy framework to guide 
future decisions. The GLUP discusses numerous goals and policies grouped by six categories: 
General Growth and Development Policies, Urban Growth Areas, Mixed Use Centers, 
Residential, Commercial, and Industrial Elements. 

Zoning Requirements 

Both the City and Town ordinances were reviewed and analyzed to assess existing land use 
policies and consistency of the EIS alternatives with existing zoning codes. 

Similar to the comprehensive plan actions, the MDP will provide specific regulation for the 
development of the Smelter Site. 

Tacoma Zoning Code 

The Tacoma Land Use Regulatory Code (Title 13) contains Section 13.06, which provides zoning 
requirements by district. Much of the existing Smelter Site occurring within the City is zoned 
based on Shoreline Designations, which are separate zoning districts described above under the 
discussion of the Shoreline Master Program. The existing City zoning code, however, may be 
helpful in structuring a set of allowable uses under the Asarco Master Development Plan. 

Zoning District Designation. Development on the property will not include residential uses, nor 
will it include heavy industry. A major retail use, such as a shopping center, also is not likely, 
because of accessibility and geographic location. The remaining district designations in the 
Town's zoning code that cover uses that could be considered include the following: 

• C-1, C-2, and C-3 

• B 

• MC 

• M-1 

Commercial Districts (heavily weighted to retail) 

Business District (primarily downtown) 

Mixed Commercial District (downtown transition) 

Light Industrial District 

M-1 District Requirements. Of the above district designations, the M-1 District provides the widest 
range of allowable uses. The M-1 District includes, by reference, the uses allowed in B, C-1, and 
C-2. 

Height limit for buildings and structures is 75 feet in the M-1 District. Where development faces 
residentially-zoned properties, 20-foot front, 20-foot side, and 20-foot rear are required. 
Otherwise, no rear setbacks are required. 

Planned Development Designation. The Tacoma Zoning Code provides for Planned Development 
(PD) Districts, Section 13.06.247, which are intended to accomplish many of the same goals of the 
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Asarco Master Development Plan. The intention is to "permit the establishment of developments of 
a planned unit nature which possesses [sic] a high degree of aesthetic and environmental quality." 

• Two types of PD Districts are discussed in the code: Planned Business Development (PBD) 
and Planned Industrial Development (PDI). The uses described under each of these are more 
limited than under standard M-1 zoning. The code recognizes that other combinations of a 
standard zoning and a PD District may be possible. 

• Approval of development in a PD District occurs on two levels. First, a hearing examiner 
approval process occurs for an "Overall Development Site Plan," which would be much like a 
binding site plan or preliminary plat approval under standard zoning. The second level of 
approval requires administrative review of each separate development within the PD District. 

• The Overall Site Plan approval is envisioned to include a Contractual Agreement between the 
landowner and the City, as well as restrictive covenants and design guidelines. A development 
association with " ... mandatory membership for all landowners and leaseholders ... " is 
required. 

• Conditional uses, as indicted in the Overall Site Plan, must be subsequently reviewed by the 
hearings examiner in the secondary level of development review. 

• Administrative site approval, which occurs for specific developments, is made by the Tacoma 
land use administrator. The land use administrator will have limited authority to impose 
additional conditions on the proposed development to mitigate environmental impacts. 

• A separate Landscape Plan Approval is required both for the Overall Site Plan approval, as well 
as for the subsequent administrative approvals of individual developments. 

• A set of environmental "Performance Standards" are established, which must be met by each 
proposed development at the administrative site approval level. Technical information 
demonstrating that the project meets the Performance Standards is required of the developer, 
and is reviewed by the "Responsible Official." 

• For PBD developments, a minimum 5-acre size for the District, and minimum 20,000-square
foot size for individual lots is specified. Front and rear yard setbacks are 25 feet each, but 
must total 75 feet. Side yard setbacks are 10 feet; the total of both side yards should be at least 
30 feet. ( I believe there is an error in the code text here: 13.06.247 C 4 b (2) (b)). PBD 
Districts also have a restriction that no more than 50% of a lot may be covered by buildings or 
structures. Buildings or structures are not to exceed 35 feet in height (this may be a problem). 
When setbacks are increased, there can be a corresponding change in the height limit. 

• PDI Districts are to be at least 25 acres in size. A 75-foot building setback is imposed on the 
perimeter of the District. Other dimensional restrictions on buildings and structures appear to 
be the same as those for PBD developments. 

Ruston Zoning Code 

The Town has had an established zoning code (Title 25) for some time. The code reviewed for this 
DEIS was hand dated September 1993. It is assumed for purposes of this analysis that the code 
has not been significantly altered since the 1993 publication. 

Town zoning would apply to Development Areas C-2, U-1, U-2, and U-3. Depending on how the 
Town/City boundary is resolved, Development Area C-1 also may be substantially governed by 
Town zoning. 
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Three zoning districts are noted in the Town Code: 

• R-1 Residential District 

• C-1 Commercial District 

• 1-1 Industrial District 

• PDZ Planned Development Zone 

The Asarco Smelter Site within the Town is currently zoned as an 1-1 District. 

Residential uses have been excluded from consideration in the MDP, as have heavy industrial uses. 
This leaves only the C-1 District as a possible zoning classification, unless a new zoning provision 
is created for the Asarco property. 

A new PDZ is proposed, and draft text is currently being prepared (Burke, 1996). This would be 
tailored to the Smelter Site and MDP process. 

Current use restrictions in the C-1 zone, listed below, are similar to those one might expect on the 
Smelter Site based on the PDR and planning to date. Residential development is allowed in the C
l zone, but would not be allowed on the Smelter Site. 

• No setback yard requirements are imposed on C-1 properties unless they abut residential 
properties; and 

• Height limit and number of stories in the C-1 District are limited to the R-1 residential standard 
of 30 feet and two stories, plus a basement. Provisions are made in the code for averaging 
grades and gable roofs. 

Parking Reguirements 

For the EIS alternatives the average parking has been assumed to be to a building ratio of 3 car 
parking spaces per 1,000 gross square feet of building floor area. Actual parking ratios will be 
subject to provisions of the approved MDP. . 

Tacoma Parking. Section 13.06.350 of the Tacoma Land Use Regulatory Code establishes 
minimum parking requirements for various land uses. . A table provides a wide range of 
requirements depending on use. The examples in Table 4.12-1 show that 3.0 spaces per 1,000 
square feet used in the PDR may be a slightly low when related to the Tacoma code. 

The City parking requirements also indicate that 25 parking spaces 10 feet x 40 feet must be 
provided for each lane at public boat ramps, and that 0.25 parking space should be provided for 
each marina moorage slip. 

Ruston Parking. Section 25.01.075 of the Town's zoning code requires that four parking spaces 
be provided for each 1,000 gross square feet of floor area in commercial projects. As stated 
above, parking ratios assumed for the EIS alternatives is three parking spaces per 1,000 square feet 
of development. Actual parking ratios will be subject to the provisions of the MDP. 
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TABLE 4.12-1: RANGES OF PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

Type of Use No. of Spaces per 
1,000 square feet. 

Retail and Commercial Establishments less than 15K square feet 2.5 

Retail and Commercial Establishments more than 15K square feet 5.0 

Restaurants (other than drive-ins) 10.0 

Business and Professional Offices 3.5 

Libraries, Museums, and Galleries 2.5 

Source: City of Tacoma, 1993b. 

Platting Requirements 

The MDP will provide a document that can be used as a preliminary plat, binding site plan, 
preliminary subdivision, or other such document suitable for defining street rights-of-way, Park 
Tracts, and development areas. 

Tacoma Platting Ordinance. The Platting Ordinance reviewed for purposes of this analysis was 
obtained from the City in 1995 in an undated bound volume. The Platting Ordinance (Tacoma 
Municipal Code 13.04) will apply to the redefinition of street rights-of-way, Park Tracts, and 
development areas in those parts of the Smelter Site along Ruston Way for which the City has 
jurisdiction. The MPD properties north of the Town also are in the City, but are not likely to 
require a plat because they will remain in one ownership. On the recommendation of the MPD, it 
may be desirable to define the Tacoma Yacht Club lease on MOP/Preliminary Plat documents. 

• According to the Ordinance: "'Subdivision' shall mean the division of a lot, tract, or parcel of 
land into five or more lots or other divisions of land for the purpose, whether immediate or 
future, of transfer of ownership lease, or building development ... " 

• Provisions are made for the creation of a "Binding site plan" approved by the city engineer or 
hearings examiner. 

• Minimum arterial street widths and design are controlled by a Major Streets Plan and 
specifications adopted by the City. 

• Minimum right-of-way width for streets is set at 60 feet. Minimum "roadway width" within 
the street right-of-way is set at 16 feet for one-way, and 32 feet for two-way traffic. Widths 
are based on residential service. 

• Maximum grade for arterial roadways is 8%, with a preference for a maximum of 6% wherever 
practical. "Residential streets" should not exceed a 7% grade. 
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• Dead end streets are to be no longer than 500 feet, and are to terminate in a turnaround with a 
centerline radius of 40 feet. 

• Minimum street centerline curvature is set at 300 feet for arterials and 100 feet for residential 
streets. 

• A provision is made for streets running parallel to railroads to provide " ... a distance suitable 
for the appropriate use of land between such and the railroad." A requirement also is made that 
" ... sufficient depth to allow screen planting along the railroad is provided." 

• Other easements that might be part of a plat are required to have a minimum width of 5 feet. 

Ruston Subdivision Ordinance 

The Town Subdivision Ordinance (Chapter 29.02: Plats and Subdivisions) would govern platting 
of the part of the Smelter Site located within the Town. The following provisions must be adhered 
to in considering the proposed Smelter Site plans and the reuse of the Smelter Site: 

• A subdivision is defined as the "division of land into five or more lots, tracts, parcels, sites, or 
divisions for the purpose of sale or lease ... " 

• Approval of subdivisions involves a preliminary and final review. The Planning Commission 
reviews the preliminary subdivision and submits it to the Town Council with 
recommendations. The Town Council approves final subdivisions. The Town engineer has 
review and approval authority over the design and construction of streets and utilities. 

• Street rights-of-way must be a minimum of 60-feet wide, with a minimum of 30 feet of 
pavement between curbs. 

• Maximum grades for streets is set at 15%. These may be exceeded only with prior approval 
from the Town superintendent of streets. 

• Minimum roadway design criteria are described as 6 inches of bank run gravel, with 2 inches 
of crushed rock and 2 inches of asphalt paving. Curbs are required, as are sidewalks" ... on 
all arterials and on such other streets as the Town Council shall designate." 

Tacoma Shoreline Trails Plan, 1989 

The report discusses an urban pedestrian trail system lying within the shoreline districts, steep 
slopes, and gulches from Thea Foss Waterway, north to Ruston Way through Point Defiance 
Park, and south along the western shores of Tacoma. The Tacoma Shoreline Trails Plan proposes 
a coordinated trail system that would tie individual trail segments together into a unified, urban 
pedestrian network. 

4.12.3 Impacts 

For purposes of this section, impacts consist of inconsistency with existing plans and/or policies. 

State-Regulated Plans 

Integration of Growth Management Planning and Environmental Review Act, 1995 

Preparation of this DEIS pursuant to SEPA is considered an innovative effort to demonstrate the 
manner in which SEPA and GMA requirements can be addressed in an integrated fashion, 
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resulting in efficiencies as well as expediting plan implementation. This programmatic impact 
statement integrates long-range planning with environmental review, and has a primary goal of 
streamlining the permitting process for the projects to be implemented pursuant to the plan. Thus, 
the requirements of SEPA, GMA, and the SMA are embodied in this section. This DEIS can serve 
as the basis for evaluation of local, state, and federal permit applications. In many ways, the 
Asarco redevelopment project represents the ideal example for demonstration of the integration of 
GMA, SEPA, and the SMA in the EIS format. Redevelopment of the Smelter Site directly 
incorporates the goals of GMA; it involves the redevelopment of a severely underused area within 
an urban jurisdiction. As planned, redevelopment of the Smelter Site would redirect urban 
development appropriately, helping the area to relieve development pressure that would otherwise 
be directed toward outlying areas. Redevelopment of the area also embodies the spirit of SEP A 
and SMA by allowing a degraded and polluted area to be cleaned up and restored into an environ
mentally upgraded and usable urban area. 

For these reasons, the No Action Alternative would not be consistent with the state act; all of the 
build alternatives would meet its objectives. 

Washington State GMA, 1994 

Preparation of the City and Town comprehensive plans, which must be consistent with GMA, is 
currently in process or completed. It is the intent of the proposed project that the selected 
alternative be in conformance with the provisions of the comprehensive plans. See discussion 
above regarding specific provisions of the Town and City comprehensive plans. 

For the same reasons given for the SEP NGMA Integration Act above, the No Action Alternative 
would not address GMA goals as effectively as would all of the build alternatives. 

Local Plans 

Tacoma Shoreline Management Requirements 

No Action Alternative. No development activities are proposed under the No Action Alternative; 
therefore, this alternative would not be consistent with the intent of the current S-6 Shoreline 
District designation because the No Action Alternative would not result in redevelopment of the 
area. 

All Build Alternatives. 

The build alternatives are consistent with the intent of Shoreline District S-6 because they establish 
plans to redevelop the area with specific uses. Each of the build alternatives would provide land 
uses largely consistent with the shoreline designation, but at different levels of intensity. The 
Low- and Medium-Intensity Alternatives offer specific opportunities for development and, along 
with the High-Intensity Alternative, would include a variety of land uses within the planning area. 
Building height limitations would vary under each alternative, with the tallest buildings resulting 
from implementation of the High-Intensity Alternative. Each of the development alternatives 
includes building heights greater than those currently allowed on the Smelter Site. Implementing 
some parts of the alternatives would require shoreline code amendments. 

An additional area of inconsistency with present shoreline regulations involves parking areas. No 
parking requirements are listed within Shoreline District S~6; however, any parking provided is 
required to be accessory to a permitted use. 

Nearly all of the development anticipated by the G 2.1 Site Plan should be allowed. There is a 
specific prohibition against piers that might damage habitat areas, so depending on habitat 
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conditions at the boat launch site, there could be some restriction on the design of boat tie-up and 
handling fl.oats. 

Ruston Shoreline Master Program 

In preparing a PD District to cover the Asarco development, the Town could consider making the 
property more desirable to developers by more broadly defining uses, and avoiding the 
requirement for Conditional Use approvals on nonwater-related development, such as offices, 
hotels, and conference centers. It also may be desirable to specifically exclude residential and . 
heavy industry uses where it has already been agreed that Asarco will not allow such uses. The 
minimum 30-foot height limit may significantly reduce development potentials on Development 
Areas C-1 and C-2. 

Comprehensive Plans 

Ruston Comprehensive Plan 

The Asarco MDP, when adopted by the Town, should meet the Comprehensive Plan requirement. 
The Town intends on completing an Asarco Planned Development provision which will be added 
to their zoning ordinance. 

T~coma Generalized Land Use Plan 

The GLUP map contained in the document assigns the portion of the Smelter Site east of the Town 
as a "high-intensity" development area. The same map shows the area north and west of the 
Town, including Point Defiance Park, as low-intensity. Most end use development would occur in 
the "high-intensity" area. 

The description of high-Intensity commercial development in the plan does not specifically address 
the Smelter Site. Discussion focuses more on downtown Tacoma and the Tacoma Mall area. Land 
use policies recognize significant development, and focus on managing transportation, and open 
space within a highly-developed area with a large demand for use and access. 

The discussion of high-intensity industrial development in the plan primarily focuses on the Port 
Industrial District and Nalley Valley Industrial Area. No specific discussion mentions the Smelter 
Site. Policies related to high-intensity industrial development emphasize maximum development 
with diverse types of activities to realize the greatest possible use of level industrial land. 
Transportation access issues are recognized. 

An Open Space Corridors map within the MDP describes policies related to preservation of natural 
features and open space. The Smelter Site falls within a continuous corridor running along the 
west shore of Commencement Bay. The policies contained in this section primarily address the 
protection of environment2Uy sensitive areas, such as fish and wildlife habitat, flood hazard and 
wetland areas, and steep slopes. 

The high-intensity development envisioned in the Tacoma Land Use Plan may contradict some of 
the specific limitations established by the Tacoma Shoreline Ordinance as discussed later in this 
document. 

The proposed redevelopment on the Smelter Site would be consistent with many of these 
recommendations of the plan because it would promote infill development in an already urbanized 
area. The following discussion analyzes the proposed redevelopment (all build alternatives) and 

_ the No Action Alternative in relation to the six individual elements in the GLUP (Tacoma, 19939). 
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General Growth and Development Policies. These general growth and development policies are 
intended to ensure orderly development in appropriate areas where public services and facilities are 
available, and is an urban area where the public services and facilities needed for redevelopment are 
available, and is included in an area designated by the GLUP as "high-intensity." Although the 
alternatives are described as Low-, Medium-, or High-Intensity, they do not reflect specific 
densities as defined in the GLUP. Under the No Action Alternative, development would not occur 
at this time. 

If none of the build alternatives are approved (i.e., the No Action Alternative is selected), no 
changes to existing policies would occur. It should be noted that some municipal policies 
encourage development, and that the No Action Alternative would be in conflict with this. 

The Low-Intensity Alternative would be consistent with these policies and would direct more 
development to the area than would result through the No Action Alternative. Projects would be 
coordinated throughout the study area, allowing for better timing of improvements and a unified 
approach for all redevelopment projects. The Medium- and High-Intensity Alternatives would 
comply best with the intent of these policies because both would direct adequate levels of 
development to the study area, allowing the greatest utilization of available space. The increased 
amounts of development also would facilitate coordination of improvements associated with 
Smelter Site remediation. 

Urban Growth Areas. Urban growth area policies would concentrate land use within urban areas 
to encourage efficient provision of public facilities and services, and to avoid the spread of 
development to residential neighborhoods. These policies are not generally relevant to the 
proposed project, with the exception that redevelopment (all build alternatives) would be 
concentrated in a location intended for the types of infill land uses that result in higher urban 
densities. 

Mixed Use Center. Mixed use center policies are intended to focus new development within 
designated mixed use centers. Mixed use centers are areas in which development already exists 
and can be changed to accommodate a greater variety of new uses. The goal is to allow 
redevelopment with appropriate transportation linkages that would promote balanced growth, 
reduce sprawl, and allow economical provision of public faculties and services. Under the No 
Action Alternative, development would not occur and future growth would likely be lower than 
provided for by the development alternatives. This may result in less variety and underutilization 
of the Smelter Site for new development. The Low-Intensity Alternative would provide for a 
number of new uses in the area, but at a level of development less optimal for the most efficient use 
of the planning area. Both the No Action and Low-Intensity Alternatives also would allow surface 
parking, which takes up valuable space and could become a barrier to pedestrian circulation in 
urban areas. 

The Medium- and High-Intensity Alternatives would allow a variety of development types within 
the development alternatives plan area and would include more vertical development by 
encouraging multistoried buildings. This variety would increase the density of uses in the area and 
best encourage concentrated, pedestrian-oriented, infill development. Both of these alternatives 
would not allow surface parking for development. By encouraging the highest levels of 
development on the Smelter Site and promoting a variety of uses in compact designs, these 
alternatives would have the greatest consistency with the intent of these policies. 

Residential. Residential policies are intended to encourage a wide variety of housing types and to 
preserve existing single-family residential neighborhoods. None of the proposed alternatives allow 
residential use on the Smelter Site because of the potential liability associated with Superfund 
Smelter Site status. The lack of residential use would not be directly consistent with the GLUP. 
However, the plan encourages the maintenance of existing adjacent residential areas. 
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Commercial. The intent of commercial policies is to allow a variety of commercial uses, including 
retail, office, and service uses that serve the community and are compatible with existing land uses. 
The No Action Alternative would consist of remediation only and would not allow such uses on 
the Smelter Site. Each of the build alternatives would allow commercial development at different 
levels of intensity. The Medium- and High-Intensity Alternatives would allow the greatest 
amounts of commercial space, which could potentially result in a higher variety of commercial land 
uses than those provided by the Low-Intensity Alternative. 

Industrial. The industrial policies are intended to maintain and expand industrial areas within the 
City. These policies provide new employment opportunities with minimum environmental 
degradation and efficient land utilization. The No Action Alternative would not support this policy. 
The build alternatives would allow for some light industrial uses, and therefore would be 
consistent with this policy. 

Zoning Requirements 

City Zoning Code 

The 75-foot height restriction is more than adequate under all alternatives. 

If the Smelter Site were designated to allow uses similar to an M-1 designation, a broad range of 
uses would be allowed, including most retail, office and professional service, light manufacturing, 
wholesale and distribution, hotels, entertainment, and museums. 

No zoning district in the City code is a perfect fit for the broad range of uses desirable on the 
southern portion of the Smelter Site. PD Districts allow some tailoring of allowable use, but add 
permitting complexity and uncertainty for end use developers. 

A simplified PD District that combines attributes of the M-1 designation with those of the Shoreline 
District requirements may be an appropriate rezone strategy. Reducing the need for complicated 
administrative or conditional use reviews by end use developers also is desirable. 

Town Zoning Code 

A PD District designation for the Smelter Site is appropriate and is addressed in the Ruston 
Comprehensive Plan. All of the build alternatives could be accommodated by this designation. 
The new District would most likely borrow from the provisions of existing zoning in the C-1 
District. Some modifications in height limits for structures is highly desirable because the build 
alternatives propose four to five stories, but the Town zoning allows only two stories, or 30 feet. 
The specific exclusion of residential development would be consistent with Asarco's requirements 
for the subject property. 

Parking Requirements 

City and Town Parking 

The proposed planning standard during the Plan Definition Phase of three cars per 1,000 square 
feet of gross floor area may be too low. However, increasing the parking requirement will reduce 
development potential. Therefore, while the build alternatives assumptions are somewhat 
inconsistent with parking requirements, these requirements may be appropriate for the type of 
development planned. 
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Platting Requirements 

City Platting Ordinance 

In establishing the new right-of-way for Ruston Way, a clearer interpretation of adjacent railroad 
rights-of-way should be defined. 

Town Subdivision Ordinance 

For each alternative, all of the streets developed in the project would be required to be designed 
similarly. The maximum street grade criterion in the Town Ordinance would be less problematic in 
terms of design of Baltimore and North 51 st Streets than the criteria in the City code. 

Miscellaneous 

Tacoma Shoreline Trails Plan. 1989 

Both the No Action Alternative and the build alternatives would offer opportunities for 
interconnected trails throughout the plan area. Pedestrian circulation improvements would be 
greatest under the Medium- and High-Intensity Alternatives and could include additional 
connections to trail systems. 

4.12.4 Mitigation Measures 

State Regulated Plans 

Integration of Growth Management Planning and Environmental Review Act. 1995 

No mitigation would be required. 

Washington State GMA, 1994 

Prepare comprehensive plans to allow development of the selected alternative (see specific 
mitigation measures under Comprehensive Plans, below). 

Local Plans 

Tacoma Shoreline Management Requirements 

• Modify the requirement to allow development under the selected alternative. 

• Amend ordinance to allow parking outside of the building footprint. 

• Provide restrictions on design of boat tie-up and handling floats. 

• Expand allowable uses to expand marketability of the property for end use developers. 

Ruston Shoreline Master Program 

• Make the property more desirable to developers by more broadly defining uses, and avoiding 
the requirement for conditional use approvals on nonwater-related development. 

• Specifically exclude residential and heavy industrial uses from the provisions of the program. 
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Comprehensive Plans 

Ruston Comprehensive Plan 

Complete an Asarco PD provision to add to the zoning ordinance. 

Tacoma Generalized Land Use Plan 

No mitigation would be proposed. 

Zoning Requirements 

Tacoma Zoning Code 

Combine attributes of the M-1 designation with those of the Shoreline District requirements as an 
appropriate rezoning strategy. Reduce the need for complicated administrative or conditional use 
reviews by end use developers. 

Ruston Zoning Code 

Modify height limits for structures. 

Parking Requirements 

Tacoma and Ruston Parking 

Increase the proposal of three cars per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area. 

Platting Requirements 

Tacoma Platting Ordinance 

Better definition of adjacent railroad rights-of-way should be provided in establishing a new right
of-way for Ruston Way. 

Ruston Subdivision Ordinance 

All streets should be similarly designed. Consider using the maximum street grade criteria in the 
Town ordinance. 

Miscellaneous 

Tacoma Shoreline Trails Plan, 1989 

• Under the Medium- and High-Intensity Alternatives, this plan considers including additional 
connections to existing trail systems. 

4.12.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

One of the purposes of this document is to guide the local jurisdictions to amend local plans and 
policies to allow the future development of the Smelter Site. No impacts would occur following 
the application of the stated mitigation measures. 
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4.13 

4.13.1 

POPULATION, HOUSING, AND EMPLOYMENT 

Background and Analysis Methodology 

The study area for the Population, Housing, and Employment element is the surrounding area of 
the Town and northwest portion of the City immediately adjacent to the Smelter Site. Data from 
the State Office of Financial Management (OFM), Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC), and the 
City were used in the analysis of population, housing, and employment conditions. 

4.13.2 

Population 

Affected Environment 

This section addresses the existing conditions in both the Town and City. 

The population of the City is expected to continue to increase as growth occurs locally. The City 
had a population of 176,664 in 1990 and the City's population as of April 1, 1996 was 
approximately 185,000 (OFM, 1996), representing an increase of approximately 4.7% over the 
past six years. Total population is projected to grow to 212,990 by the year 2010, which would be 
an approximate increase of 15.1 % over the next 14 years (City, 1994a). Census data reveal that 
the City's population increased 11.4% in the 1980 to 1990 decade, and by approximately 16.7% 
from 1980 to 1996. These data indicate the projected increase is within current growth rate trends. 

The Town's population also has increased during recent years. In 1990, the Town's population 
was 693, and on April 1, 1996, the population was 735, an increase of approximately 6.06% 
(OFM, 1996). The Town's Comprehensive Plan estimates that the total population would increase 
to approximately 793 by the year 2010 (Town, 1994). This growth estimate represents a 
population increase of 14.4%, and is similar to the increase occurring in the City. By contrast, 
Pierce County population has increased by 20.7% from 1980 to 1990, and by 13.5% from 1990 to 
1996 (OFM, 1996). 

More detailed information is presented in census tract data, the most current of which is from the 
1990 Census. An overview of population and housing characteristics from the 1990 Census for 
Census Tracts 603, 604, and 735 is provided in Table 4.13-1, below. The proposed Smelter Site 
is primarily located within these three census tracts, and this information is indicative of the larger 
area surrounding the Smelter Site. The population in the two City Census Tracts that include the 
Smelter Site and surrounding area has increased slightly between 1990 and 1994. Census Tracts 
603 and 604 had a total population of 7, BS persons in 1990. By 1994, the two census tracts had 
a population total of 7,479 persons, an increase of approximately 5%. The Town's population 
increased by 12 persons (1.7%) during the same time period. 

Information from the 1990 Census on population characteristics for the two City census tracts 
provides a general profile of persons living in the project vicinity. The racial makeup within 
Census Tracts 603 and 604 is comprised mainly of whites and is less diverse than that of the entire 
City. The median age in both tracts is higher than that of the entire city, and the number of 
individuals 65 years and older is greater than that of the entire City. 

The percentage of high school graduates in Census Tracts 603 and 604 is higher than for the City, 
as are the median and per capita income levels. Fewer individuals live below the poverty level 
compared to the citywide percentage. Thus, the overall image of the adjacent neighborhood within 
the City is one of an older, racially homogeneous, higher educated, and higher income level area 
than that of the entire City. 
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TABLE 4.13-1: 1990 POPULATION AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

CT735 I Po12ulation City CT603 CT604 (Town) 

Total Persons 158,501 3,127 3,991 693 I 
Race 

White 138,054 (78.1 %) 2,898 3,785 613 I Black 20,110 (11.4%) 112 89 30 
American Indian 3,567 (2.0%) 30 48 11 

I Asian 12,216 (6.9%) 75 50 27 
Other 2,717 (1.5%) 12 19 12 
Hispanic Origin 6,670 56 86 19 I (may be any race) 

Age I Median Age 31.8 36.4 36.4 34.2 
65 Years and Older 24,258 (13.7%) 643 (20.6%) 614 (15.4%) 84 (12.1%) 

I Education 
% High School Grads 78.8% 79.5% 88.1% 78.0% 

I 
Income 

Median Household $25,333 $33,013 $34,632 $27,500 I Per Capita $12,272 $16,371 $18,753 $12,451 
Persons Below Poverty 16.8% 9.3% 3.8% 8.2% 

Housing I 
Owner-Occupied Units $33,534 803 1,279 160 

I Renter-Occupied Units $32,779 276 288 128 
Median Value $66,200 $70,300 $74,800 $63,500 
Median Monthly Rent $650 $411 $373 $340 

I Average Household Size 2.44 2.49 2.39 2.30 
Single Person 31.3% 24.3% 28.0% 35.2% 

I 
Source: Puget Sound Regional Council, May and June 1992, May 1991. 

I 
The same information for Census Tract 735, the Town, indicates that the population is similar to 
the two City tracts in its relation to the rest of the City. Population composition in this tract I remains mostly white, with slightly higher percentages of other racial types than were found in the 
City census tracts, but less than for the City as a whole. The median age is slightly older than the 
median for the City, and the percentage of individuals 65 years and older is less than the same 

I percentage for the City. 
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The percentage of high school graduates is slightly less than the percentage for the City. While the 
median and per capita income levels are higher than the overall levels for the City, they are lower 
than those of Census Tracts 603 and 604. The number of persons below the poverty level is lower 
than the City percentage, but higher than the combined average of the two census tracts. 
Therefore, the profile that emerges for the Town is one of a less racially diverse population, 
slightly older, with lower education and income levels than the entire City. 

Housing 

The Housing element addresses the City's overall goal of providing a decent house and suitable 
living environment for every family and individual within the City. Implementation of the housing 
plan is identified in the City's Six-Year Housing Program. The program includes specific 
strategies and activities for needed changes to land use and other regulatory controls. The program 
addresses housing and residential needs for housing preservation, new housing development, 
expanded housing opportunities, and housing planning and coordination (City, 1994a). 

No housing units exist on the proposed Smelter Site. Within the two City census tracts, 2,908 
housing units had been constructed in 1990 and 3,032 housing units by 1994. The estimated 
vacancy rates for those tracts in 1994 averaged 3.63%, and the average household size was 2.44 
(PSRC, 1995). According to the 1990 Census housing characteristics, there were 2,082 owner
occupied units and 564 renter-occupied units in the two census tracts, and the median value of a 
home in the two census tracts averaged $72,550 (PSRC 1991). 

According to 1990 Census data, the Town (Census Tract 735) had 317 housing units. Of these 
units, 57.5% were owner-occupied and 42.5% were renter-occupied, with the median home value 
at $63,500. The vacancy rate was 5.1 % and the average household size was 2.30 persons (PSRC, 
1991). 

Employment 

The 1990 Census provides employment data by five sectors of the economy: manufacturing; 
wholesale trade, transportation, communication, utilities; retail trade; services; and government, 
education. The table below identifies employment in the study area by Forecast Analysis Zones 
(F AZs) and for the entire City. F AZs comprise different areas than census tracts, and may include 
more than one census tract. The majority of the Smelter Site is located within FAZ 1606 
Ruston/Point Defiance, and a small portion of the area also may be found within FAZ 1720 (north 
Tacoma). As the table below indicates, the retail trade sector provides the majority of jobs within 
each zone. 

In addition to the detailed 1990 Census data, the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) provides 
estimates for total employment within the FAZs (Table 4.13-2). According to PSRC data, the 
most recent employment estimate forecasts total employment in FAZ 1606 to equal 1,085 jobs in 
2000 and 1,495 jobs by 2020, increases of approximately 8.7% and 49.7%, respectively, over the 
1990 forecast. The same FAZ forecast indicates that total employment in FAZ 1720 will be 4,608 
jobs in 2000 and 5,081 jobs in 2020, increases of 1.8% and 12.3%, respectively, over the 1990 
forecast (PSRC, 1995). 
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TABLE 4.13-2: 1990 EMPLOYMENT BY SECTOR 

Industry Tacoma 

Manufacturing 14,425 
Wholesale 9,984 
Retail 18,723 
Services 43,303 
Government 13,901 

Source: Puget Sound Regional Council, April 1992. 

4.13.3 Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

FAZ 1606 
0 

19 
619 
473 

73 

FAZ 1720 
49 
52 

1,190 
800 
513 

The proposed development would not occur and construction impacts would not take place. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Construction would not directly affect population, housing, or employment. Traffic congestion, 
noise, and dust could result and may cause impacts to existing residents and businesses. Potential 
impacts from these sources are discussed in the Transportation, Noise, and Air Quality sections of 
this DEIS. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Operation Impacts (Direct and Indirect) 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Population, Housing, and Employment. Improvements for pad-ready development would take 
place; however, buildings would not be constructed at this time. Building development would not 
occur and impacts on population, housing, or employment associated with pad-ready 
improvements would not occur. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Population. The proposed project would not include residential uses; therefore, no direct increases 
to local population are expected to result from project development. Indirect impacts may occur 
associated with individuals choosing to move to the Town/City because of proximity to new 
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employment opportunities. This population growth would contribute to the increase in population 
that the Town/City has been experiencing in recent years. 

Housing. No new residential units would be provided; therefore, no direct impacts on housing 
would occur. Some individuals might choose to relocate adjacent to new employment 
opportunities provided by the proposed project, contributing to the demand for residential housing 
in the project area. 

Employment. The proposed project could generate a varying number of new employees depending 
upon the exact developed land use that is provided. Under Alternative 2, the greatest number of 
new employees, approximately 866, would be created if the Smelter Site were developed for 
business park use. The lowest number of new employees, approximately 439, would be created if 
the entire Smelter Site were developed for retail use (ITE, 1991 ). If it is assumed that each of the 
four uses (i.e., retail, light industrial, office building, and office/business park) would be 
distributed evenly on the Smelter Site, approximately 60,300 square feet would be available for 
each potential use. Under this scenario, Alternative 2 would result in approximately 628 new 
employees. Table 4.13-3, below, identifies the number of new employees for potential land uses. 
The exact number of new jobs that are created would be determined by demand and market 
conditions. 

TABLE 4.13-3: POTENTIAL NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES BY LAND USE 

Potential Use Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 
All Retail 439 1,805 3,428 
All Business Park 866 3,559 6,761 
Mixed Uses* 682 2,584 4,908 

* Assumes an even distribution of uses on the Smelter Site (i.e., 60,300 square feet per use for 
retail, light industrial, office building, and office/business park uses for Alt. 2; 247,875 
square feet per use for Alt. 3; and 470,840 square feet per use for Alt. 4). 

Sources: ITE, 1991; Shapiro and Associates, Inc., 1997 

Indirectly, the proposed development would provide opportunities for additional off site 
employment in the project area. A variety of supporting jobs may be developed adjacent to the 
proposed facilities depending upon the exact mix of uses in the proposed project. Combined with 
additional existing and proposed employment opportunities, this would add to the mix of jobs in 
the north Tacoma/Ruston area. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Population. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Housing. Impacts would be similar to those for Alternative 2, although indirect impacts could be 
greater because of the increase in potential employment opportunities under this alternative. 

Employment. Under Alternative 3, the greatest number of new employees, approximately 3,559, 
would be created if the entire Smelter Site were developed for business park use. The lowest 
number of new employees, approximately 1,805, would be created if the entire Smelter Site were 

- developed for retail use. If it is assumed that each of the four uses would be distributed evenly on 
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the Smelter Site, approximately 247,875 square feet would be available for each of the four 
potential uses. Under this scenario, Alternative 3 would create approximately 2,584 new jobs. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity · 

Population. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Housing. No new residential uses would be provided. 

Employment. Under Alternative 4, the greatest number of new employees, approximately 6,761, 
would be created if the entire Smelter Site were developed for business park use. The lowest 
number of new employees, approximately 3,428, would be created if the entire Smelter Site were 
developed for retail use. If it is assumed that each of the four uses would be distributed evenly on 
the Smelter Site, approximately 470,840 square feet would be available for each of the potential 
four uses. Under this scenario, Alternative 4 would create approximately 4,908 new jobs. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

The proposed project would not be built, and population, housing, and employment growth would 
likely continue under existing trends. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

This alternative would not directly affect cumulative population or housing growth. It would add 
to existing employment opportunities in north Tacoma and Ruston as indicated in the discussion 
under Operation Impacts, above. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Cumulative population and housing growth would not be directly affected. This alternative would 
contribute a greater amount of employment opportunities than would occur under Alternative 2, 
and would therefore have a higher potential for adding to cumulative employment grO\vf, in the 
project area. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 3. Cumulatively, this alternative 
would potentially have the greatest impact on cumulative employment opportunities. 

4.13.4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction and Operation 

Alternative 1: No Action 

The proposed project would not be built and mitigation would not be required. 

Build Alternatives 

No significant adverse impacts on population, housing, or employment would occur; therefore, 
mitigation measures would not be required. 
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4.13.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

Impacts would not occur and mitigation would not be required. 

4.14 

4.14.1 

LIGHT, GLARE, AND SHADOWS 

Background and Analysis Methodology 

Light and Glare 

The Light and Glare section analyzes light and glare that could occur as a result of the proposed 
development. Mitigation measures are proposed to effectively mitigate the adverse light and glare 
effects. 

Shadows 

The Shadows analysis portion of this section considered the location and time (both daily and 
seasonally) that sunlight is present on Commencement Bay. In this portion of the section, existing 
conditions for the development area are evaluated, specifically existing topography, buildings, and 
roadways. For purposes of this analysis, the worst-case scenario was determined using computer 
modeling. 

Maximum shading impacts are identified based on the build alternatives' building height and 
massing. The maximum possible potential shadow impact that would be created by new 
development is described. Particular attention is given to shading on recreational or public areas 
and the proposed promenade, as well as shading on buildings. Overwater shading areas also are 
given (impacts of overwater shading on marine life are discussed in Section 4.4, Plants and 
Animals, of this DEIS). Shading effects of the Low- and Medium-Intensity Alternatives would be 
proportionally less than those for the High-Intensity Alternative. 

4.14.2 Affected Environment 

This section describes the affected environment based on the postremediation setting. 

Light 

Illumination in the project area is typical of a residential area with some evening sky glow. 
Lighting at nighttime in the study area currently consists of artificial illumination from exterior 
buildings, which remain onsite. Following demolition of these structures (postremediation), there 
would be no onsite lighting, with the exception of possible safety lighting along the Promenade. 

Glare 

Glare is defined as direct or indirect light that shines at an intensity that causes annoyance or 
discomfort. Glare from sunlight or artificial light may be experienced because development is not 
constructed at optimal orientations or materials are chosen without regard to their reflective 
qualities. While glare is difficult to quantify, reasonable attempts can be made to predict its 
existence. The only potential significant source of reflective glare in the study area is the water. 
Some glare could occur as a result of headlights along Ruston Way. 
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Shadows 

The study area shading effects are directly related to the adjacent abutting topography to the west. 
The existing environment is divided into two distinct areas for purposes of this analysis. The main 
project area consists of Development Areas W-1, W-2, C-1, C-2, and U-1, which are located at 
similar elevations to the water. This area is currently visible from the upland adjacent 
neighborhoods (see Section 4.9, Aesthetics, for further information). The second area consists of 
Development Areas U-2 and U-3, which are at the same elevation as the upland adjacent 
neighborhood. Each of these areas identifies the most significant built or natural features that are 
likely to create shading effects on the study area. Both of these areas are vacant, and currently not 
affected by shadows. 

4.14.3 Impacts 

This section evaluates impacts from light, glare, and shadows that could occur under all build 
alternatives. 

Construction Impacts 

No Action Alternative 

Light. Under the No Action Alternative, the illumination of the area would not change as there 
would be no onsite construction. 

Glare. Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts would occur from shadows as there would be 
no onsite construction. 

Shadows. Under the No Action alternative, no impacts would occur from shadows as there would 
be no onsite construction. 

All Build Alternatives 

Light. Under all build alternatives, some impact would occur from construction illumination if the 
construction were to occur at night. Upland residences could be exposed to additional lighting 
from the Smelter Site. This illumination would be temporary and would not create a significant 
impact. 

Glare. Under all build alternatives, temporary impacts could occur from glare of construction 
equipment, and lighting; however, this would be a temporary impact and would not be considered 
significant. 

Shadows. No impacts from shadows related to construction activities are anticipated. 

Operation Impacts (Direct and Indirect) 

No Action Alternative 

Light. Under the No Action Alternative, illumination of the area would not change as there would 
be no onsite development. 

Glare. Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts would occur from glare as there would be no 
_ onsite development. 
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Shadows. Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts would occur from shadows as there 
would be no onsite development. 

All Build Alternatives 

Light. The impact of light for any of the build alternatives also must consider building lighting, 
which may affect upland residential uses based on the lighting direction, proximity, and height 
above the proposed development. Potential exterior decorative lighting may occur both at the 
Ruston Way side and the Waterfront side of the Smelter Site. Lighting could be a positive factor 
for pedestrian and vehicular safety along Ruston Way. 

Impacts because of Waterfront building lighting may include direct glare for boaters within the 
outer harbor.line. Again, this lighting could be a safety factor for pedestrians on the water's edge 
(Promenade) and for active uses in direct proximity to proposed buildings. Pedestrian light 
standards along the Promenade could create bright spots along the water surface. However, 
Promenade lighting will be essential for public safety. In the Crescent Park area, where larger 
waterfront open space could occur, Promenade lighting could be greater, thus creating a larger 
lighted area on the water's surf ace. 

Street lighting may affect upland residential uses, particularly related to Development Areas U-2 
and U-3, based on the lighting direction, proximity, and height above the development areas. 
Typical street lighting ranges from 25-50 feet in height and would be within 10 feet of building 
edges along Baltimore Street. Therefore, direct glare could affect adjacent residential units. Street 
lighting also may cause glare for people viewing the water from upland areas. 

Promenade lighting would have the most effect on the water's surface because of its proximity to 
the water. As described previously, the Crescent Park area could be prone to more of this impact 
because larger public open spaces and their relative activities would require more lighting. Under 
the Medium- and High-Intensity Alternatives, development is adjacent to the water and a high level 
of office type uses are anticipated; therefore, safety lighting levels for parking could be higher in 
this zone. 

Glare. Under any of the build alternatives, glare effects on pedestrians could occur during hours 
when the sun reflects onto south faces of proposed buildings. Pedestrians walking northbound 
along the Promenade could encounter reflections from vertical glass or highly-polished, finished 
surfaces. These reflections cause minor visual discomfort. As pedestrians walk southbound into 
the sun between morning and noon, visual discomfort may occur because of direct, low-altitude 
sunlight. 

Glare impacts could occur upland of the project area, depending on the building materials used in 
the design of the structures. This would be particularly true if a great deal of reflective glass was 
used. The greatest impacts could occur from direct glare produced by building on Development 
Areas U-2 and U-3 as the structures would be directly adjacent to residences. 

Glare impacts on north- or southbound vehicle passengers along Ruston Way could result from 
sun reflections off of the west side of building surfaces. 

Because Ruston Way is virtually parallel with the shoreline, direct vehicular lighting impacts would 
be minimal to first-level occupants facing the street. 

Shadows. If any of the build alternatives were undertaken, shadows would be more noticeable in 
all development areas, and they would be proportional to the intensity of construction; that is, the 
High-Intensity Alternative would cause the most shadows and the Low-Intensity Alternative the 
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least. During different times of the year, buildings would create shadows over open spaces, the 
proposed Promenade, and Commencement Bay, depending on the time of day. To reduce the 
effects of shadows, this section discusses mitigation opportunities, such as building shape and 
design requirements. 

Shadows created by any of the buildings within close proximity to Commencement Bay may reach 
the water when the sun is at approximately 18 degrees. With the exception of construction on 
Development Areas U-2 and U-3, the primary impact of shading would be directed toward the 
water and the Promenade. Sketches have been prepared using computer-aided design (CAD) to 
model each site. Because design features have not been determined the sketches are based on a 
worst-case impact in terms of design mass (see Figures 4.14-1, 4.14-2, and 4.14-3). For 
purposes of this shading analysis it is assumed that under all build alternatives, building heights 
could be developed at two (24 feet) to four stories ( 48 feet) with the exception of the High
Intensity Alternative, which could be as much as five stories (60 feet). Proposed building heights 
have been indicated on Figures 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3 (Section 2, Alternatives). 

Using computer modeling, it was determined that the greatest shadow effect on Commencement 
Bay would occur on April 1 at 6 p.m. Each alternative was graphically depicted using this time 
(see Figures 4.14-1, 4.14-2, and 4.14-3). As indicated in each model, much of the shadow effect 
occurs from the adjacent hillside rather than the development. Some overwater and promenade 
shadow effect will occur; however, it would be considered insignificant. Under the Medium- and 
High-Intensity Alternatives, minimal shadow effects are a result of the buildings as the majority of 
the shadow effects are created by the adjacent hillside. There would be a minor impact on users of 
the park areas and promenade in the early spring (late afternoon) due to the shadow effects created 
by the hillside. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No cumulative impacts are anticipated under the No Action Alternative as no development would 
occur. Minimal cumulative impacts could occur as a result of the build alternatives because of the 
overall increase in light glare and shading in the area; however, this impact is considered to be 
insignificant. 

4.14.4 Mitigation Measures 

No Action Alternative 

Because existing conditions offer no current adverse impacts, no mitigation measures would be 
necessary. 

All Build Alternatives 

The following mitigation measures apply to all build alternatives. 

Light and Glare. Direct glare from street lighting affecting upland residential occupants could be 
mitigated by shielding lamps so lighting is directed downward. This would mitigate effects to the 
occupant located adjacent to or above the source, but would not relieve effects to the lower-level 
user (this would particularly be the case on Development Areas U-2 and U-3). Because discomfort 
from daytime glare could occur from highly-reflective surfaces, limiting the use and location of 
these surf aces may decrease this discomfort. 

To mitigate direct sunlight and heat gain at the south- and west-facing facades, sun shading such as 
roof overhangs, canopies, or awning devices could be utilized. These shading elements could 
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work for low-rise structures; however, high-rise design typically does not lend itself to the use of 
overhangs at each level. The lighting mitigation possibilities are general solutions only. Further 
analysis and design study should be considered under a design review process (see Section 4.9, 
Aesthetics) for each development and specific scenario. Security and safety lighting considerations 
should also be considered when assessing lighting mitigation measures. 

Shadows. Because much of the promenade directly northeast of proposed buildings would be 
shaded in the afternoon hours, limiting heights of structures would mitigate for shading effects. 
Maintaining a building envelope that modulates, or steps back from the water and from the view 
corridor side yards, would assist in limiting shading effects. 

Under the Medium- and High-Intensity Alternatives, decreasing building in Development Areas W
I and W-2 could result in decreased building heights, thus minimally decreasing the shading 
effects onto the promenade area directly east of each building. Shadow lengths would decrease 
directly proportionate to building heights. Under the Medium- and High-Intensity Alternatives, 
increasing the setbacks from the Promenade could decrease shading effects on the Promenade, but 
not significantly. Under the Medium- and High-Intensity Alternatives, Waterfront development, 
locating the Promenade farther from the buildings (closer to water), would decrease shading 
effects. 

4.14.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

Environmental impacts resulting from the implementation of any of the alternatives could be 
mitigated to a level of insignificance. 

4.15 

4.15.1 

RECREATION 

Background and Analysis Methodology 

The study area described in the Recreation section includes the Smelter Site and nearby park and 
recreation facilities. The MPD and Town were contacted for information on existing facilities and 
potential impacts on local recreational facilities, such as parks, trails, and bicycle paths. 

The MPD is a stakeholder for the development of the Smelter Site plan. This DEIS addresses the 
proposed MOP for park improvements, which includes park improvements to be implemented by 
the MPD and/or others as part of the build alternatives. Also addressed are improvements included 
in Smelter Site remediation as identified under the No Action Alternative. For a description of both 
remediation-related park improvements and park improvements associated with the build 
alternatives, please see Sections 1 and 2 of this DEIS. 

4.15.2 Affected Environment 

Trails and other recreational facilities are not currently located on the Smelter Site (see Figure 1-2). 
A shoreline trail is located south of the Smelter Site along Commencement Bay. The Smelter Site 
is immediately adjacent to the southern boundary of Point Defiance Park. Point Defiance Park is a 
698-acre regional park that includes lawns, gardens, trails, picnic areas, shoreline beaches, Fort 
Nisqually, and the Point Defiance Zoo and Aquarium. Other nearby park and recreational areas 
include: 

• Ruston Way North Area Park, a 5.5-acre waterfront park located south of the Smelter Site 
along Ruston Way and Belmont Street, is currently an undeveloped waterfront of 
approximately 1,000 feet in length. When developed, it is expected to provide additional 
public waterfront access in the area. 
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• Marine Park, a 7 .6-acre park located from Warner to Wheatland Streets along Ruston Way, 
provides waterfront access along the central part of Ruston Way and includes a bicycle and 
pedestrian path, public fishing pier, sand beach, restrooms, and landscaping. 

• Point Defiance Elementary School located at 4330 North Vesscher, includes one softball field, 
two soccer fields, play equipment, and a gymnasium. Plans for further development are 
intended to provide a play field and other recreational features to serve the people living in the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

• Commencement Park, a 5-acre park located on Ruston Way at Starr Street, provides beach 
access, landscaping, picnic areas, walking paths, restrooms, and a public fishing pier. Future 
improvements would include a Chinese garden, historical interpretive display, paved parking, 
small piers, a cultural facility, and boat moorage. 

The MPD has recently adopted a new level of service standards, effective January 1997. These 
standards establish the following service level for park area on a per capita basis within the Tacoma 
city limits: 3 acres per 1,000 residents for local parks and 7 acres per 1,000 residents for regional 
parks. Tacoma is divided into three service areas, with the Smelter Site located within the 
northwest section. In the northwest section, a deficiency currently exists for local parks, with 
existing levels at 2.71 acres per 1,000 residents. Districtwide, which includes the northwest 
section, a regional parks deficiency exists with current levels at 6.87 acres per 1,000 people 
(Knauer, 1997). The MPD does not have an ordinance requiring development impact fees. (The 
proposed project will not change the number of residents; therefore, no adverse impact in relation 
to this standard would occur.) 

The MPD does not include parks in the Town. Parks areas administered by the Town include one 
park on Commercial Street, three small lots within the Town, and street plantings and landscaping. 
The Commercial Street park is approximately 1.5 acres and includes an athletic play field, 
children's play area, and restrooms. The Town is currently reviewing park standards. The plan 
will be based on the work done for the MDP (Burke, 1997). 

4.15.3 Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

The proposed project would not be built and construction impacts associated with park 
improvements under the build alternatives would not occur. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Park and recreational facilities would not be directly affected by the proposed development. Some 
indirect affects could occur during construction because of traffic congestion caused by 
construction equipment and potential temporary road closures or route alterations. The effect may 
be delays or inconveniences to individuals traveling to and from local park and recreational sites. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Construction impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Construction impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 
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View of Alternative 2 from Bennett Street facing in a southeasterly direction. Graphic-depiction represents site area 
only. The cutaway on the right-hand side of the graphic depiction indicates the boundary of the Asarco property. As 
noted in the graphic depiction, the majority of the shadowing effect on Commencement Bay is a result of the steep 
slopes rather than the structures. The shadows resulting from development of Building Areas U-2 and U-3 would be 
cast in an easterly direction and would not create an impact on the adjoining neighborhood. 

View of Alternative 2 from Park Development Area "O" facing in a southeasterly direction. As indicated in the above 
depiction, The majority of the shadow effect is created by the adjacent hillside rather than the development. The 
shadow effect over Commencement Bay is primarily a result of the topography. Minimal shadow effect may occur as a 
result of the development of Building Areas W-1 and W-2 due to the proximity to the water. Much of the site area 
including the promenade and the park areas will be in a shadow at this time. 
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FIGURE 4.14-1 

SHADOW MODEL-6:00 PM, APRIL 1 
LOW INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE 2 
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View of Alternative 3 from Bennett Street facing in a southeasterly direction. Graphic depiction represents site area 
only. The cutaway on the right-hand side of the graphic depiction indicates the boundary of the Asarco property. As 
noted in the graphic depiction, the majority of the shadowing effect on Commencement Bay is a result of the steep 
slopes rather than the structures. The shadows resulting from development of Building Areas U-2 and U-3 would be 
cast in an easterly direction and would not create an impact on the adjoining neighborhood. 

View of Alternative 3 from Park Development Area "O" facing in a southeasterly direction. As indicated in the above 
depiction, The majority of the shadow effect is created by the adjacent hillside rather than the development. The 
shadow effect over Commencement Bay is primarily a result of the topography. Minimal shadow effect may occur as a 
result of the development of Building Areas W-1 and W-2 due to the proximity to the water. Much of the site area 
including the promenade and the park areas will be in a shadow at this time. 
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View of Alternative 4 from Bennett Street facing in a southeasterly direction. Graphic depiction represents site area 
only. The cutaway on the right-hand side of the graphic depiction indicates the boundary of the Asarco property. As 
noted in the graphic depiction, shadow effects on Commencement Bay could result due to the height of the structures. 
The shadows resulting from development of Building Areas U-2 and U-3 would be cast in an easterly direction and 
would not create an impact on the adjoining neighborhood. 

View of Alternative 4 from Park Development Area "O" facing in a southeasterly direction. As indicated in the above 
depiction, The majority of the shadow effect is created by the adjacent hillside rather than the development however 
there would be some impact from the development of Building Areas W-1 and W-2 from the development due to set
backs from Commencement Bay. Much of the site area including the promenade and the park areas will be in a 
shadow at this time. 
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Operation Impacts (Direct and Indirect) 

Alternative 1: No Action 

The proposed development project would not be built and no significant impacts on existing park 
and recreational facilities would occur. Improvements associated with the pad-ready conditions 
would be made and the Smelter Site would remain undeveloped. A number of park improvements 
would be made under all alternatives, including No Action, as agreed to in the DA. Remediation
related Park improvements associated with the No Action Alternative are described in Section 2 
(see Section 2.2.2, Alternative 1: No Action Alternative), and include the waterfront promenade, 
green face restoration, Peninsula Park, Crescent Park, and a number of additional open space and 
view areas with landscape plantings, sidewalks, and lighting. These areas would provide onsite 
p~rk and open space opportunities that would add to existing passive recreational space and/or 
view areas. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

In addition to the remediation-related park improvements under the No Action Alternative, all build 
alternatives would include an identical set of additional park improvements shown in Figure 2-1, 
Park Development-All Build Alternatives. The proposed project would include a number of open 
space and recreational amenities throughout the Smelter Site. Up to 18 park tracts would be 
included under each of the build alternatives. These areas are identified as Tracts A through R in 
Figure 2-4 and are described earlier in this DEIS (see Section 2.3.1, Issues Relevant to All Build 
Alternatives). A detailed description of these improvements also is provided in Appendix F, Park 
Improvements. 

All build alternatives include provision of approximately 53 acres of usable space for park and 
recreational features, including trails. In addition to the remediation improvements identified 
above, Section 2.3.1 identifies potential improvements that include such items as new landscape 
plantings, improved boat launching facilities, upgraded or new restroom facilities, open play field 
areas, parking improvements, additional sidewalks, lighting, interpretive signs, park benches, 
fountains, and other amenities that could be introduced as the Smelter Site is developed. It is 
anticipated that these improvements would be provided under the direction of the MPD. 

The proposed project would not directly affect the demand for park space. Indirectly, the 
introduction of new workers in the area could result in some additional demand for recreational 
areas near the proposed Smelter Site. It also would likely result in increased usage of existing 
nearby park and recreational areas. · 

As indicated above, the build alternatives would include additional park and recreational amenities 
in the form of open space, trail connections, and view areas that would help increase the area 
devoted to park and recreational use in Ruston and north Tacoma. Thus, while an indirect demand 
associated with new workers may exist, the project would result in the creation of new recreational 
opportunities on the Smelter Site. The MPD has indicated that the proposed project would not 
result in significant impacts to park service within its jurisdiction. In some instances planned 
connections to adjoining recreational features, such as bicycle paths and walkways, would be 
expected to enhance existing public recreational opportunities by extending these areas. The boat 
launch would be upgraded under each of the development alternatives, and with proposed 
improvements could exceed standards defined by the Tacoma Parks and Recreation Open Space 
Plan (Knauer, 1997). 

Additional impacts on park users along Ruston Way would occur from increased activity around 
the parks as new development occurs. Impacts related to air quality, noise, and traffic are 
discussed in the Air, Noise, and Transportation Sections of this DEIS. Generally, these impacts 
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would constitute an insignificant increase in current existing impacts for park users, as the increase 
in development introduces more people to the area. For some park users, increases in noise, 
vehicle traffic, and potential air pollutants may make their experience at these parks less enjoyable 
than under the current, lower utilization. For other park users more accustomed to urban settings, 
changes related to the increased activity may seem negligible. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Under this alternative, impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 2 with the 
exception that a greater number of employees would be associated with the increased amount of 
proposed development. This could result in additional indirect demands for new nearby 
recreational areas. It also could lead to a greater potential for increased usage of existing park and 
recreational facilities compared to Alternative 2 because more employees would be introduced to 
the Smelter Site under this approach. As with Alternative 2, Alternative 3 would include park 
improvements that would contribute to new recreational opportunities. Significant impacts on park 
facilities are not expected. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Under this alternative, impacts would be similar to those of Alternatives 2 and 3. Under the High
Intensity Alternative, the proposed project would have the greatest potential for increased demands 
on existing recreational space because it would result in a much higher level of development at 
build-out than would the other :.:-:;o development alternatives. As with Alternatives 2 and 3, new 
recreational opportunities wouid be provided and significant impacts on park facilities are not 
expected. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action 

The proposed project would not add to the existing demand for new recreational uses in the project 
area. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity 

Project development would increase existing demand for park and recreational opportunities 
associated with population growth in north Tacoma. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity 

Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 2, above. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity 

Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 2, above. 

4.15.4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction and Operation 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Development would not occur and mitigation would not be required. 
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Build Alternatives 

The proposed project would not result in significant adverse impacts to park and recreational 
facilities; therefore, mitigation measures are not required. 

Cumulative 

The proposed project would result in increased recreational opportunities and mitigation would not 
be required. 

4.15.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

New park improvements would occur as part of remediation activities under the No Action 
Alternative, and additional park improvements would be made under each of the build alternatives. 
Adverse impacts on park facilities would not occur and mitigation measures would not be required. 

4.16 HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 

If any of the redevelopment activities were undertaken, potential impacts to historically-significant 
structures could occur. Likelihood is low that underground, undiscovered archaeological material 
exists onsite because such resources were probably destroyed by previous remediation. 

4.16.1 Background and Analysis Methodology 

Methodology 

Objects, buildings, structures, sites, or districts of historic, archaeological historic, architectural, or 
cultural importance were evaluated in the study area. A field survey was performed and records re
search was undertaken. Properties were evaluated within the identified direct area of impact 
(planning area) and in the area of indirect impact (adjacent and nearby). A determination was made 
regarding the significance of each property to be potentially impacted. If adverse effects on a 
property were identified, mitigation measures were suggested. 

The City Cultural Resources Division and the Washington State Office of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation (OAHP) were consulted (see Appendix G). The National Historic 
La.ndmarks, National Register of Historic Places, Determined Eligible for National Register, State 
Register of Historic Places, (OAHP, 1993) was checked; no historic and archaeological resources 
were noted. 

Applicable Regulations 

Cultural and historic resource protection requirements are stipulated by the National Historic Pres
ervation Act of 1966 (particularly Section 106) and its implementation regulations for "Protection 
of Historic Properties" (36 CFR Part 800). The purpose of this legislation is to ensure that 
resources are inventoried, evaluated, and considered in analyzing proposed development, and that 
steps are taken to avoid or mitigate any identified adverse effects. A process of consultation among 
regulatory agencies and other interested parties provides a mechanism for negotiating solutions to 
conflicts. The proposed redevelopment plan would come under the jurisdiction of federal 
legislation should any federal funding be used or if the proposed plan were to impact properties 
currently listed in the National Register. 

Historic, architectural, archaeological, and cultural resources both on- and offsite could potentially 
be impacted by the redevelopment of the Smelter Site. Typical impacts include: 
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• Disruption of sites through construction (direct impacts); 

• Acquisition and/or relocation of resources ( direct impacts); 

• Alteration of surface transportation patterns (indirect impacts); or 

• Adverse environmental impacts (such as noise,. air pollution, water pollution, or vibration) that 
change the use of the Smelter Site. 

To evaluate the historic and archaeological integrity of the Smelter Site, the following regulations 
were considered applicable: 

Local Regulations 

Chapter 1.42 of the Tacoma City Code provides legislation to establish and regulate landmarks, 
landmark sites, historic special review districts, and conservation districts. This section outlines 
criteria for designation of objects, sites, structures, buildings, and districts for preservation. Sites 
meeting any or all of the criteria for designation will be considered by the Tacoma Landmarks 
Preservation Commission. The Landmarks Preservation Commission reviews and recommends to 
the City Council that the Smelter Site be registered, which is done by resolution. 

State Regulations 

State regulations require and monitor implementation of the Federal Regulations (described below). 

Federal Regulations 

The Federal Regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act create 
a process by which federal undertakings are reviewed for their effect on National Register prop
erties and properties determined to be eligible for the National Register. Criteria for site eligibility 
in the National Register are as follows: 

• Criterion A: The site is related to an event, a series of events or activities, or patterns of an 
area's development; 

• Criterion B: The site is associated with the life of an important person; 

• Criterion C: The site has a building form, architectural style, engineering technique, or artistic 
value based on a stage of physical development, or used a material of construction that shaped 
the historic identity of an area; or 

• Criterion D: The site is related to a research topic. 

Actions Evaluated 

The proposed remediation activities would be exempt from federal, state, and local legislation; 
however, all redevelopment-related activities would be required to comply with all federal, state, 
and local regulations. Remediation activities include demolition of the remaining structures (see 
below). An analysis of the structures has been completed by Asarco, (as well as documentation of 
structures that have been previously demolished, before the writing of this DEIS. A description 
and analysis of the two remaining structures is included in this DEIS for informational purposes 
only. 
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Actions related to historic and cultural resources that would be considered as part of redevelopment 
activities include the analysis of the pad-ready, remediated Smelter Site. All existing structures 
would have been removed and the Smelter Site prepared for redevelopment purposes. To 
accommodate redevelopment, a portion of the hillside located near the Tacoma Yacht Club would 
be removed and used as a soil cover for the onsite containment facility. This action is considered 
as part of redevelopment and has been evaluated in this DEIS. 

4.16.2 Affected Environment 

Potential archaeological and remaining historic resources onsite and within the adjacent area were 
evaluated. 

Archaeological Potential 

Tue Smelter Site is an area that could potentially contain remnants of prehistoric, ethnohistoric, and 
historic archaeological resources. However, because of the intense urban/industrial development 
over the last 125 years, it is highly unlikely that these resources would be found. Significant 
archaeological resources include, but are not limited to, the following: aboriginal human remains, 
chipped stone, ground stone, shell, stone or bone artifacts, concentrations of cracked rock, ash or 
charcoal; shell, bone and historic features, such as privies or building foundations. Records 
indicate that the first humans to have possibly inhabited the Smelter Site arrived approximately 
12,000 years ago. However, a review of existing literature and records revealed no specific 
resources unrelated to the smelter facility and operations. 

A portion of the hillside, located near the Tacoma Yacht Club, will be removed and the soils will be 
used to cover the Smelter Site. This activity is considered part of the redevelopment activities and 
therefore, is not exempt from SEP A. The archeological potential of this area, including the effects 
of the soil removal activities, have been evaluated in this DEIS. 

Historic Potential 

As of the writing of this DEIS, the majority of the structures located on the Smelter Site have been 
demolished. Before the demolition of the structures (for documentation purposes), Asarco, 
conducted a complete assessment of all remaining structures more than 50 years old (including the 
brick stack). This assessment was conducted by Lund Consulting in January 1993 (incorporated 
by reference in this DEIS and available at the Asarco Information Center). At the time of the 
assessment, several buildings remained onsite and a National Register eligibility determination was 
made. 

It was determined in January 1993 that the Tacoma Smelter Site lacked the integrity necessary to be 
included in the National Register. Based on recent evaluation of the Smelter Site, this 
determination is considered valid. The Tacoma Smelter Site was substantially modernized and 
altered to accommodate new technologies. 

Tue Tacoma Smelter Site was determined to not be eligible as a historic district because, in addition 
to the individual components lacking individual distinction, the grouping does not achieve 
significance as a whole within its historic context. The majority of the components that add to the 
district's historical character do not possess integrity, nor does the district as a whole. Much of the 
complex, even at the time of the historic assessment, had been demolished; almost all machinery 
had been removed, and all of the structures meeting the age criterion of more than 50 years had 
been altered. 

Following this determination, the majority of the remaining structures were demolished. At the 
time of this analysis, the remaining buildings include the main office building and the fine ore 
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storage building. The fine ore storage building is being used to store toxic contaminants pending 
the construction of the OCF. Both buildings will be demolished as a part of the remediation 
activities. These buildings are listed in this section for informational purposes only. The two 
remaining buildings are described as follows: 

Fine Ore Bins (Arsenic Kitchen) 

The fine ore storage building, currently referred to as the arsenic kitchen, was originally erected in 
1913. In 1948, the two-story building was substantially expanded with a 166-foot steel and 
concrete addition. The building currently measures 146 feet x 438 feet. A railroad trestle was 
added in the 1948 remodel. The structure has eighteen 24-foot bays, forming the ore storage bins. 
The building is currently boarded up to contain the contaminants. The 1949 steel and concrete 
addition as well as the recent storage modification obscure the original structure irreversibly, 
compromising all architectural, engineering, and historic integrity (Figure 4.16-1, Photographs of 
Remaining Structures, Photo 1 ). 

Administrative Office 

Early plant photos suggest that this one-story, wood-framed building originally may have been 
built early this century, circa 1900-1909. The administrative office housed the general offices and 
records for the plant. The general superintendent and manager also had offices in this building. 
The building has ship-lap siding, a gable roof, and wood-sashed, double hung windows. An 
ornamental copper broken pediment was originally located over the west main entrance. In 
addition, copper flashing, gutters, and spouts were used. All ornamental copper, however, has 
since been removed. Between 1929 and 1975, additions to the building almost doubled its size. 
The west facade originally totaled 80 feet in length. Additions added 75 feet to the west facade. 
Nonconforming windows also were added. These alterations have irreversibly compromised the 
architectural and historic integrity of the administrative office. The office is being used by the plant 
manager and the guard (see Figure 4.16-1, Photographs of Remaining Structures, Photo 2). 

4.16.3 Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

All Alternatives 

Archaeological. Although aboriginal uses in the vicinity and region of the Smelter Site are 
documented, no archaeological resources have been identified on the property. Also, before 
redevelopment and as part of remediation, the Smelter Site will be remediated and capped; 
therefore, no environmental impacts to known archaeological resources are anticipated from the 
construction of any of the alternatives under redevelopment. 

A remote possibility exists for archaeological artifacts to be uncovered during the removal of soils 
from the hillside located offsite. However, the area is very steep and the likelihood of 
archaeological potential is slim. 

Historical. No impacts have been identified as all structures will have been demolished as a part of 
remediation. As described in Section 2, Alternatives, of this DEIS, public interest has been noted 
regarding provision of some type of interpretive information at the Smelter Site describing the role 
of the Asarco Smelter in the history and development of the community. The idea of salvaging the 
remaining buildings has been suggested by several members of the community. It has been 
determined, however, that it is not feasible or consistent with the remediation activities. 
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Photo l : Fine Ore Building 

,· 

Photo 2: Administrative Office 

Source: Neeley & Company 1997 

FIGURE 4.16.1 

PHOTOGRAPHS OF REMAINING 
STRUCTURES 



Operation Impacts (Direct and Indirect) 

All Alternatives 

Archaeological. No impacts have been identified. 

Historical. No impacts have been identified. 

Cumulative Impacts 

All Alternatives 

Archaeological. No impacts have been identified. 

Historical. No impacts have been identified. 

4.16.4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

All Alternatives 

Archaeological. If any significant archaeological materials are exposed or discovered during 
further construction-related excavations or subsurface disturbance of any kind, operations would 
cease within 10 feet of the find. A qualified archaeologist would be contacted for further 
recommendation and notification of a Puyallup Tribal official would occur. 

Historical. No mitigation would be required. 

Operation 

All Alternatives 

Archaeological. No mitigation would be required. 

Historical. Asarco could consider participating with the Stakeholders in an interpretive signage 
program or some method of maintaining exhibits illustrating the history of the Smelter Site. 

Cumulative 

All Alternatives 

Archaeological. No mitigation would be required. 

Historical. No mitigation would be required. 

4.16.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

No significant impacts to archaeological or historical resources are identified under all alternatives. 
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4.17 

4.17.1 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES 

Background and Analysis Methodology 

The study area for the Public Services and Utilities element consists of the development sites 
within the Smelter Site. Public service providers were contacted for information on current 
conditions, potential impacts, and mitigation measures associated with the proposed development 
alternatives. As described in Section 1, Project Description, and Section 2, Alternatives, the 
development considered in this DEIS represents the final step in restoring the Smelter Site to 
beneficial use. When the alternatives are ready for implementation, the Smelter Site will have been 
completely remediated and prepared for subsequent development to the extent selected from the 
available alternatives. Remediation of the Smelter Site and utilities will take place prior to 
development. Remediation impacts are fully addressed under the Federal Superfund Program and 
are not subject to SEP A. The Superfund remediation program was subject to an extensive public 
involvement and planning process before drafting of this DEIS. 

To analyze the impact for specific utilities, each build alternative was compared to the condition 
following remediation (i.e., No Action Alternative). 

4.17.2 

Schools 

Affected Environment 

The proposed project is within the Tacoma School District No. 10 (School District). The School 
District has a current enrollment of 31,864 students as of October 1, 1996, according to the most 
recent student counts (Bellarts, 1997). The closest schools to the Smelter Site are Point Defiance 
Elementary at 4330 N. Visscher Street and Sherman Elementary at 4502 N. 39th Street; Mason 
Middle School at 2812 N. Mason Avenue; Truman Middle School at 6501 N. 23rd Street; and 
Wilson High School at 1202 N. Orchard Street. 

Presently, the School District has reached capacity at two of its five high schools, is close to 
capacity at the middle schools, and has reached capacity at some, but not all, elementary schools 
(Bellarts, 1997). The School District has forecasted enrollment growth through 2020 in its 
Enrollment vs. Capacity Analysis 1995 to 2020 (School District No. 10, 1995). The School 
District forecast indicates that enrollment will grow to approximately 39,377 students districtwide 
by 2020. 

Fire 

Fire service would be provided by the City and Town. The Ruston volunteer fire department has 
14 members, two fire engines, and one first aid vehicle. Ruston also has a mutual aid agreement 
with Tacoma. The Tacoma Fire Department provides fire protection and prevention, as well as 
emergency medical services (EMS) throughout the City. City fire stations are equipped with a 
ladder truck and pumper truck with approximately 1,250 gallon-per-minute capacities. The fire 
department operates three EMS vehicles, which are sufficient to cover current demand. 

Police 

Police service would be provided by the City, Town, and Metropolitan Park police. The Town's 
police department has two full-time officers, four to six part-time and reserve officers, and two 
patrol cars. The City police department is located approximately 3 miles south of the Smelter Site. 
The Smelter Site is within Police Sector 2, Sub-sector 2-4, of the Tacoma Police Department. 
Sub-sector 2-4 is located between Commencement Bay on the north, Proctor Street on the east, 
21st Street on the south, and the Tacoma Narrows on the west, excluding the Town limits. The 
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Police Department responds to calls for service in the area as they are received. In addition to 
patrol cars, the department also provides six bicycle officers along Ruston Way during the 
summer. 

Crimes in Tacoma are divided into part-one, -two, and -three offenses. Part-one offenses are the 
most serious, followed by part-two, and part-three. The primary offenses reported in Sub-sector 
2-4 in 1996 included assaults, thefts, auto theft, and residential burglaries. A total of 1,544 part
one offenses were reported in Sub-sector 2-4 in 1996. The most common part-two offenses 
reported in Sub-sector 2-4 included vandalism, sex offenses, and liquor-related offenses. A total 
of 584 part-two offenses were reported in 1996. The primary part-three offenses in Sub-sector 2-4 
included injury and noninjury traffic accidents, and traffic arrests. A total of 586 part-three 
offenses were reported in 1996 (Turpin, 1997). 

Water Supply 

The City provides water to the transportation study area, including that portion of the transportation 
study area lying within the Town. The Town receives water from the City, as well as system 
maintenance and provision of fire hydrants. A 12-inch water supply line with 104 pounds of static 
pressure runs through the existing car tunnel near the toe of Stack Hill and then southeast along 
Ruston Way. This water supply line will be rerouted as necessary during RA. 

Water service will be maintained to all areas surrounding the Smelter Site and will not be 
interrupted except when connecting new lines or services during RA. To accomplish this, a 
temporary 12-inch line will be connected to the existing 12-inch water main at 52nd Street and 
Gallagher Way and will travel through the new roundabout and Ruston Way alignment to the 
existing line in Ruston Way. Following connection of new lines, the existing 12-inch water main 
from 52nd Street down Gallagher Way through the car tunnel to Ruston Way will be abandoned to 
allow for RA to proceed in those areas. 

The water line serving the marina area through the boat launch borrow area also will be affected 
during RA. To maintain water service to this area during RA, a new line will be connected to the 
existing MPD water line running north of 54th Street. The connection would be made to the 
existing line at Pearl Street, with the new line traveling north on Pearl Street to the existing marina 
line. Following connection of the new line, the existing water lines within the boat launch borrow 
area will be abandoned and removed. 

Flow requirements of the water supply system have not been directly quantified. Domestic usage, 
irrigation, and fire flow requirements must be considered in final design. However, initial 
estimates by the City of Tacoma Public Utilities, Water Division, indicates that sufficient capacity 
exists within the water supply system to adequately serve all levels of development considered 
herein. 

The environment affected by the build alternatives is the site as it will exist at the completion of 
RA. These site conditions are described in Section 1 and Section 2 of this DEIS. The onsite water 
supply system will be essentially the same for each alternative discussed. 

Some of the soils remaining onsite after completion of RA will contain elevated metals and arsenic 
concentrations. These soils will be physically separated from surface activities and utilities by 
means of a low permeability, multi-component protective cap that will be constructed over the _ 
entire site as part of RA. The cap will in tum be covered with an engineered fill of clean soils. 
New water supply system infrastructure will be constructed in these clean surface soils without 
disturbing the cap or soils beneath the cap. 

Smelter Site EIS 
6941034.1 4-178 

I 
I: 
I' 
,,, 

.1 

' I,, 
I: 
,,, 
,, 
I 
I 
1: 
I. 
I 
I 



I ,, 
I 
I 
:1. 

I 

Sewer 

As a result of the RA, the sanitary sewer utility will be in pad-ready condition, which means it will 
be constructed during remediation and will be ready for connection to facilities requiring service. 
Onsite sanitary sewer infrastructure also will be sized with sufficient capacities to meet demands. 

Sanitary sewer service will be maintained at all areas surrounding the Smelter Site and only will be 
interrupted during RA for service main connections. To facilitate sanitary sewer service, a 
temporary 24-inch trunk line will be connected to the existing 24-inch line at Bennett and N. 54th 
Streets and will travel down 52nd Street through the new roundabout and Ruston Way alignment 
to the existing line in Ruston Way. Additional lines will be installed in 51st Street and along the 
new Baltimore Street alignment to the new trunk line to serve those respective areas. Following 
connection of these new lines, the existing 24-inch trunk line along Bennett Street from 52nd 
Street, around the Cooling Pond, and through the tunnel to Ruston Way will be abandoned to 
allow for RA to proceed in those areas. 

Storm water 

The impacts on stormwater utilities address development that will occur after the Smelter Site has 
been completely remediated. As part ofEPA's selected remedy for the Smelter Site (Alternative 1, 
No Action), it was determined that the entire existing surface water drainage system would be 
plugged and abandoned or removed and replaced with a system compatible with post-remediation 
uses. 

All alternatives (No Action, Low-, Medium-, and High-Intensity) will include collection, treatment 
through sedimentation, and discharge of surface water from seeps, springs, and onsite and off site 
run-on surface waters. A treatment system utilizing polymer enhanced settling to reduce the 
sediment loading of stormwater discharges is expected to be used. This system will include 
sediment removal systems (ponds or traps) and surface water collection facilities. Stormwater 
systems are described in the Tacoma Smelter Post-Remediation Surface Water Evaluation and 
Technical Impracticability Demonstration, Draft Revision 1 (Hydrometries Inc., 1996) and Section 
4.3, Water, of this DEIS. 

The remediated Smelter Site will be sealed with a multi-component low permeability cap to prevent 
contact of stormwater with subsurface soils that may contain elevated metals and arsenic 
concentrations. 

All unpaved areas of the Smelter Site will be protected with erosion resistant ground cover. 
Runoff from paved areas will contain the expected small amounts of metals and hydrocarbons 
typical for roadways and parking lots, with concentrations varying proportionally to the number of 
onsite vehicles. The number of vehicles onsite is dependent upon the intensity of development of 
each proposed alternative. However, the Smelter Site water runoff volumes will be approximately 
equal for all alternatives. Unknown quantities and concentrations of metals and arsenic may be 
contained in surface.water in both soluble and nonsoluble forms. Pesticides, fertilizer, and weed 
control applications may be transported by surface water runoff and result in reduced stormwater 
quality. All stormwater will be collected before discharge. Discharge standards are not quantified 
at this time; however, discharge will meet expected and approved standards prior to completion of 
remediation as stated in the Motion to Enter Consent Decree and Memorandum in Support of 
Motion to Enter (Department of Justice, 1996). 

During the RI (Hydrometries, 1992), Commencement Bay water quality adjacent to the shore of 
the Smelter Site was addressed through sampling and analysis. Samples of sea water collected 
immediately adjacent to the shore showed all trace metals, including copper, arsenic, and zinc. 
These metals were below laboratory detection limits. All alternatives will incorporate collection 
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and treatment to remove sediments prior to discharge into Commencement Bay, and the discharge 
will contain significantly less metals than preremediation discharge. Water quality monitoring after 
remediation will ensure that discharges to Commencement Bay meet approved standards. 

Solid Waste 

The site would be served by the City. The Refuse Utility Division is in charge of solid waste 
collection services in the City and would provide pickup service to the site. The Refuse Utility 
Division provides information on waste reduction and recycling techniques and encourages 
participation in these programs to reduce solid waste volumes. Solid waste from the Smelter Site 
would be taken to the Tacoma Landfill at 3510 S. Mullen Street, which is the nearest transfer 
facility. The Tacoma Landfill is near capacity and much of the solid waste taken there is then 
shipped by long-haul carrier to Klickitat County in Eastern Washington. 

Telephone 

US West Communications provides phone service to the project area. Existing phone lines are 
located on Ruston Way along the south side of the Smelter Site. 

Cable 

Cable currently is provided by TCI Cablevision of Washington, Inc. Tacoma Public Utilities has 
proposed that they provide cable service instead. 

4.17.3 Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

Schools 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and construction impacts would not 
occur. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. School facilities would not be directly affected by the proposed 
development. Some indirect effects could occur during construction because of traffic congestion 
caused by construction equipment and potential temporary road closures or route alterations. This 
may cause delays or inconveniences to individuals traveling to and from local schools in or near the 
project area. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 
2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and construction impacts would not 
occur. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. Potential traffic congestion, road closures, or route alterations may 
be associated with construction and could cause delays in response times. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 
2. 
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Alternative 4: High-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and construction impacts would not 
occur . 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. Potential traffic congestion, road closures, or route alterations may 
be associated with construction and could cause delays in response times. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 
2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 1: No Action. The No Action Alternative assumes that the RA specified in the Consent 
Decree has been performed and the sanitary sewer infrastructure needed to reach a pad-ready 
condition is already in place. Therefore, no construction impacts are associated with the No Action 
Alternative. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. For the development areas, the construction effort required under 
the build alternatives is considered to be only that which is necessary to complete each alternative 
on an already prepared (pad-ready) site. As noted, Smelter Site sanitary sewer infrastructure and 
development features already would be in place as part of RA (i.e., No Action Alternative). Build 
alternatives differ from the No Action Alternative in their varying degrees of intensity of 
development and requirements for configuration of the building pads, associated facilities, and 
some park improvements. Earthwork for sanitary sewer utilities would be completed during 
remediation. Additional soil disturbances would consist of minor excavation, grading, and 
construction of subsurface sanitary sewer utilities hookups for the buildings. Impacts from 
sanitary sewer hookup construction are relatively minor and can be mitigated using readily 
available techniques. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 
2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Storm water 

Alternative 1: No Action. The No Action Alternative assumes that the RA specified in the Consent 
Decree has been performed, and the Smelter Site stormwater infrastructure and outfall development 
needed to reach a pad-ready condition are already in place. Therefore, no construction impacts are 
associated with the No Action Alternative. 

Under the No Action Alternative, basic park infrastructure and facilities will be provided during 
RA. The Park Tracts will undergo minimal development to provide basic park facilities, such as 
irrigated lawn areas, the Waterfront Promenade, sidewalks, the "Green Face" slope plantings, 
fencing, site lighting, and parking. Because most of the Park Tract facilities will already be in 
place under the No Action Alternative, no impacts are associated with their construction. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. For the development areas, the construction effort required under 
the build alternatives is considered to be only that which is necessary to complete each alternative 

Smelter Site EIS 
6941034.1 4-181 



on an already prepared (pad-ready) site. As noted, Smelter Site stormwater infrastructure and 
development features would already be in place as part of RA. The No Action and build 
alternatives differ only in their varying degrees of intensity of development and requirements for 
configuration of the building pads, associated facilities, and some park improvements. Earthwork, 
utilities, and erosion control planting would be completed during remediation. The only additional 
soil disturbances would consist of minor excavation, grading, and construction of foundations, 
subsurface utilities hookups for the buildings, and associated infrastructure development. 
Construction of the buildings and parking facilities will temporarily create large.surface areas of 
exposed clean soils. The construction impacts to stormwater quality of exposed clean soils will be 
limited to erosion and sedimentation (standard sedimentation and erosion control practices will be 
implemented). Impacts on stormwater from construction are relatively minor and can be mitigated 
using readily available techniques. 

As explained in Section 2, Alternatives, the extent of infrastructure constructed during RA in the 
Park Tracts differs between the No Action and all of the build alternatives. The Park Tracts 
facilities will be the same for all of the build alternatives and are similar to those constructed under 
the No Action Alternative (i.e., primarily infrastructure), but will include expanded features, such 
as boat launch improvements, additional paving and parking, restroom facilities, viewing areas, 
shelter buildings, and enhanced utilities. 

Although a slight increase in traffic from workers and construction equipment will result in 
additional particulate matter carried off in surface runoff, construction impacts to the stormwater 
environment will be largely limited to alteration of ground cover during construction allowing 
possible erosion and sedimentation in areas of exposed soils. 

Because stormwater collection and sediment removal to discharge will operate concurrently with 
the construction components and will continue operating after construction, discharge standards 
will be met and no impacts to water quality will occur. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 
2 . 

. Alternative 4: High-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Solid Waste 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and construction impacts would not 
occur. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. The proposed project would generate construction waste as a result 
of site clearing and development. The Refuse Utility Service indicates there would be no problems 
with providing solid waste services to the site and anticipates no difficulty with capacity or service 
levels as a result of construction (Morrow, 1997). 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 2. 
Although this alternative would generate more solid waste during construction than Alternative 2, 
no significant impacts on collection service are anticipated. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 2. 
Although this alternative would generate more solid waste during construction than Alternatives 2 
and 3, no significant impacts on collection service are anticipated. 
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Alternative 1: No Action. The No Action Alternative assumes that the RA specified in the Consent 
Decree has been performed and that the site water supply system infrastructure and development 
needed to reach a pad-ready condition are already in place. Therefore, no construction impacts are 
associated with the No Action Alternative. 

Under the No Action Alternative, basic park infrastructure and facilities will be provided during 
RA. The Park Tracts will undergo minimal development to provide basic park facilities, such as 
irrigated lawn areas, the Waterfront Promenade, sidewalks, the "Green Face" slope plantings, 
fencing, site lighting, and parking. Because water supply systems serving these facilities will 
already be in place under the No Action Alternative, no impacts are associated with their 
construction. 

Alternative 2: Low Intensity: For the development areas, the construction effort required under the 
build alternatives is considered to be only that which is necessary to complete each alternative on an 
already prepared (pad-ready) site. As noted, sufficient water capacity exists to supply all levels of 
proposed development. Site water supply system infrastructure and development features would 
already be in place as part of RA. The build alternatives differ from the No Action Alternative in 
their varying degrees of intensity of development and requirements for configuration of the 
building pads, associated facilities, and other park improvements. Alternative 2 consists of adding 
buildings with required utilities being connected from existing pad-ready connection points. The 
only additional disturbance to the water supply system therefore would consist of minor 
excavation, installation of service lines, hookups for the buildings, and associated infrastructure 
development. The Low-Intensity Alternative does not require improvement of any offsite 
infrastructure. 

As explained in Section 1, Project Description, and Section 2, Alternatives, the extent of 
infrastructure constructed during RA in the Park Tracts differs between the No Action and all the 
build alternatives. The Park Tracts facilities will be the same for all the build alternatives and are 
similar to those constructed under the No Action Alternative (i.e., primarily infrastructure), but will 
offer expanded features, such as boat launch improvements, additional paving and parking, 
restroom facilities, viewing areas, shelter buildings, and enhanced utilities. Construction of water 
services to these facilities consists of minor excavation, installation of service lines, hookups for 
the buildings, and associated infrastructure development. Continuity of service would be 
maintained without shutting off the main water supply line because hookups would be made at 
prepared connection points previously installed during RA. 

Special care must be taken to maintain the integrity of the protective cap and the OCF cover liner 
system during construction. Breaching these systems would result in exposure of the underlying 
soils, which contain elevated concentrations of metals. The resultant quality of surface water 
runoff would be degraded. 

Alternative 3: Medium Intensity: Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 
2. 

Alternative 4: High Intensity: Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Phone 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and construction impacts would not 
occur. 
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Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. Construction is not expected to interfere with existing phone 
service. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 
2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and construction impacts would not 
occur. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. Construction is not expected to interfere with existing cable service. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 
2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Operation Impacts (Direct and Indirect) 

Schools 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and no impacts on schools would 
occur. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. The proposed development would not include residential housing; 
therefore, no direct impacts on local schools would occur. Indirectly, the proposed project could 
contribute to local population growth, which could in tum contribute to an increased demand for 
school services in the project area. The School District has indicated that while enrollments have 
decreased recently, future increases are expected as shown in School District enrollment 
projections. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 2. 
Because more intense development would occur under Alternative 3, it would likely contribute to 
potential indirect impacts to a greater extent than Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 2. 
Because more intense development would occur under Alternative 4, it would likely have the 
greatest potential for indirect impacts than would the other alternatives. At full buildout, the 
number of potential jobs that could be created would be sufficiently high to attract a significant 
number of new employees, and potentially residents, to the north Tacoma area. 

Fire 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not occur and new impacts on fire services would 
11ot take place. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. Development on the Smelter Site would add to demands for fire 
services in the area. Depending on the exact mix of uses, additional calls for service would result 
from employees at the proposed buildings on the Smelter Site. Access to the proposed Smelter 
Site would meet appropriate standards for emergency vehicle service. Buildings would meet 
appropriate standards, including uniform fire code requirements. 
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Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. Impacts would generally be similar to those described under 
Alternative 2. A greater number of calls for service could potentially arise from this alternative 
because of the higher number of workers associated with the increased size of development. The 
Town has indicated that where higher alternative intensities include buildings more than three 
stories tall, the Town would need a ladder truck to serve those buildings. Currently, no room 
exists at the Town's present facilities in which to house a ladder truck. Therefore, the Medium
and High-Intensity Alternatives also may create the need for a new fire station, especially because 
these alternatives also would require a transition from the current volunteer force to full-time, 
salaried personnel in Ruston (Torbert, 1997). 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. This alternative would potentially generate the greatest number of 
calls for service because of the substantial number of employees that would be associated with the 
large-scale proposed development. It would have the same impacts on the Town as those 
described under Alternative 3. 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not occur and new impacts on police services 
would not take place. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. Development would add to demands for police services in the 
project area. An increase in the number of calls for service to the project area would result from 
new development. The Tacoma Police Department indicated that new development would most 
likely increase car prowls under all build alternatives because more vehicles would be introduced to 
the area. There also are current problems with underage drinking and gang-related activity along 
Ruston Way. The proposed development could increase these incidents because more individuals 
will be coming to the area (Turpin, 1997). In addition to building security, additional needs for 
service may arise as the area develops and begins to attract citizens to park and recreational areas. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. Generally, the same need for additional police protection would 
arise as identified under Alternative 2. Because of the increased size of development under this 
approach, the potential increase in calls for service would be greater than for those under 
Alternative 2. It is expected that this alternative would have similar impacts on crime as those listed 
under Alternative 2. Additionally, this approach likely would result in a potential increase in the 
incidence of assaults in the proposed parking garages (Turpin, 1997). 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. This alternative would result in the highest potential increase in calls 
for service because of the larger scale of development proposed, and would have the same crime 
impacts as those listed under Alternative 3. 

Solid Waste 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not occur and new impacts on solid waste services 
would not take place. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. Development would result in increased demand for solid waste 
services to the area. Short-term solid waste would be generated during construction and long-term 
solid waste generation would occur when buildings are fully developed and occupied. The Refuse 
Utility Division has indicated that no problems are anticipated with capacity or service levels as a 
result of the proposed project, and no major upgrades to the existing solid waste infrastructure 
would be needed under any of the development alternatives (Morrow, 1997). Appropriately-sized 
waste containers and adequate space for pickup should be provided. 
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Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. This alternative would produce a greater amount of solid waste 
and therefore a higher increase in demand for services than those described under Alternative 2. It 
would not result in significant impacts on solid waste services as indicated under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. This alternative would result in the greatest increase in solid waste 
disposal needs because it would include the highest level of development. It would not result in 
significant impacts on solid waste services as indicated under Alternative 2. 

WaterSuwly 

Alternative l: No Action. There would be no impacts for all construction and operation activities 
that take place under RA to bring the site to a pad-ready condition. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. There is sufficient water capacity to supply all levels of proposed 
development. 

Much of the site infrastructure included in the No Action Alternative will be underground (e.g., 
utilities). The only surface features of the water supply system will be access and operating points, 
such as valve boxes, water meters, blowoffs, pressure reducing valves, and booster stations. The 
system will be designed such that actual operation and normal maintenance via these access points 
will result in no disruption or adverse effects to the adjacent ground. However, repair/replacement 
of these facilities can temporarily expose bare ground areas that may be subject to erosion and 
contribute sediments to the surface runoff. Such major repairs could necessitate brief interruptions 
of service. 

The remaining development area and Park Tracts improvements under this alternative will consist 
of various treatments to the ground surface, such as roadways, drainage pathways, lawns, and 
vegetative plantings. As outlined above, repair/replacement of water supply system facilities can 
temporarily expose bare ground areas that may be subject to erosion and risk breaching the 
protective cap or the OCF cover liner. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 
2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 1: No Action. Because all activities will take place under RA to bring the Smelter Site 
to a pad-ready condition, no impacts are associated with construction of the No Action Alternative. 
Similarly, routine construction for operation and maintenance of facilities constructed under the No 
Action Alternative would not have adverse impacts to sanitary sewer utilities. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. Normal routine maintenance of sanitary sewer utilities and 
repair/replacement of these facilities can temporarily expose bare ground areas that may be subject 
to erosion; however, this can be mitigated using readily available erosion control practices. 

This alternative also would result in additional wastewater flows. Because the exact mix of uses is 
not known, potential volumes were estimated at 65 liters per person per day for each of the 
alternatives. This alternative would result in sanitary sewer flows of approximately 69,039 gallons 
per day. The size of the existing sewer trunk line has sufficient capacity to serve the proposed 
project under all build alternatives, although it would add to existing capacity concerns at the North 
End Treatment Plant. It should be noted that under SEP A, the responsibility for mitigation may be 
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imposed only to the extent attributable to the identified adverse impact. Pump stations may be 
needed to provide access to interceptor lines to serve the Smelter Site (Holland, 1997) .. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. This alternative, based on 65 liters per person per day, would 
result in wastewater flows of approximately 283,783 gallons per day. Impacts would be similar to 
those described under Alternative 2, except that the higher volumes would add a greater burden to 
the North End Treatment Plant. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. This alternative, based on 65 liters per person per day, would result 
in wastewater flows of approximately 539,049 gallons per day. This impact would create the 
highest potential wastewater volumes, and as a result would have a greater impact on existing 
capacity problems of the North End Treatment Plant. 

Storm water 

Alternative 1: No Action. Because all activities will take place under RA to bring the Smelter Site 
to a pad-ready condition, no impacts are associated with construction of the No Action Alternative. 
Similarly, routine operation and maintenance of the facilities constructed under the No Action 
Alternative would not create adverse impacts to stormwater utilities or surface water quality . 
However, the repair/replacement of these facilities can temporarily expose bare ground areas that 
may be subject to erosion and contribute sediments to the surf ace runoff. 

The remaining development area and Park Tracts improvements under this alternative will consist 
of various treatments to the ground surface, such as roadways, drainage pathways, lawns, and 
vegetative plantings. As outlined above, repair/replacement of facilities can temporarily expose 
bare ground areas that may be subject to erosion. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. The new surface drainage system provided during remediation will 
be adequate to serve the anticipated development intensities of all of the build alternatives. 

Operation of the facilities constructed under the Low-Intensity Alternative would not create adverse 
impacts to the stormwater utilities or to surface water quality. 

As noted above under Alternative 1: No Action, normal routine maintenance of utilities and 
stormwater facilities would not result in adverse impacts to surface water quality. 
Repair/replacement of these facilities can temporarily expose bare ground areas that may be subject 
to erosion; however, this can be mitigated using readily available erosion control practices. 

Implementation of any of the build alternatives will add buildings, parking facilities, and a 
workday population of providers and consumers in the development areas. The Park Tracts also 
would experience a greater level of amenity development, including minor buildings, parking, and 
developed recreational facilities, which in tum will attract a greater number of users. Increased 
vehicular traffic would result in increased emissions. However, even with more intensive 
development, the area of impermeable surface and protective ground cover would be similar for 
each build alternative. 

Irrigation also may be provided to areas on the Smelter Site that require it ( e.g., vegetation and 
ground cover). This may cause a slight increase in surface water runoff, which will be collected 
with all other runoff before discharge. The possibility of using surface waters for irrigation will be 
determined during RD. -

Fertilizers, pesticides, and weed control could add contaminants to the stormwater. Runoff from 
paved surfaces, such as roads and parking lots, will carry small amounts of vehicle-generated 
pollutants. During operations in any urban area, the possibility of spills and leaks always exists. 
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A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan could provide mitigation for unforeseen accidents and 
spills. Operation of the surface water collection and sediment removal system and its effectiveness 
would meet approved water quality standards before discharge into Commencement Bay. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. The new surface drainage system provided during remediation 
will be adequate to serve the anticipated development intensities of all of the build alternatives. 

Impacts are the same as those listed under Alternative 2, with the exception that less open parking 
and more parking area under buildings may result. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. The new surface drainage system provided during remediation will 
be adequate to serve the anticipated development intensities of all of the build alternatives. 

Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative 3. 

Telephone 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not occur and new impacts on phone services 
would not take place. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. Phone service is provided on demand by US West. US West has 
indicated that under all build alternatives, new facilities would be provided to serve each building 
and that significant impacts on their services are not expected (Hunter, 1997). 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 2. 

Cable 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not occur and new impacts on cable service would 
not take place. 

Alternative 2: Low-Intensity. Development would require new cable service to the site. Cable 
service would be extended to the site by TCI or Tacoma Public Utilities. 

Alternative 3: Medium-Intensity. Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 4: High-Intensity. Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 2. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and the project would not contribute 
to cumulative impacts. 

Build Alternatives. Development of the Smelter Site would contribute to demand for fire protection 
services in the north Tacoma and Ruston areas. 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and the project would not contribute 
to cumulative impacts. 
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Build Alternatives. Development of the Smelter Site would contribute to demand for police 
protection services in the north Tacoma and Ruston areas. 

Alternative 1: No Action. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not result in any 
cumulative impacts to the sanitary sewer utility. 

RA would be performed in a sequenced, orderly process that would have the least and shortest 
duration of construction impact possible and leave the Smelter Site with sanitary sewer 
improvements compatible to serve post-remediation development uses. Sanitary sewer services 
will be maintained to all areas surrounding the Smelter Site and will not be interrupted during RA. 

Build Alternatives. Development of the Smelter Site would contribute to sewer flows to the North 
End Treatment Plant. When combined with other development, these additional volumes would 
further reduce the available capacity of the sewer system. 

Storm water 

Alternative 1: No Action. Implementation of the No Action Alternative will not res:ult in any 
cumulative impacts to the stormwater utility. Stormwater will be collected and sediment removal 
before discharge. As part of EPA' s selected remedy for the Smelter Site, it was determined that the 
entire existing surf ace water drainage system would be plugged and abandoned or removed and 
replaced with a system compatible with post-remediation uses. 

RD resolves many considerations and components of Smelter Site work into one carefully 
integrated whole, wherein the effects on stormwater are controlled. No cumulative impacts result. 
RA would be performed in a sequenced, orderly process that would have the least and shortest 
duration of construction impact possible, and leave the Smelter Site with stormwater improvements 
compatible to serve post-remediation development uses. 

Build Alternatives. The new surface drainage system provided during remediation will be adequate 
to serve the anticipated development intensities of all of the build alternatives. 

Cumulative impacts would be the same as those described under the No Action Alternative. The 
development features advanced in all of the build alternatives would be designed and constructed to 
be fully compatible with the pad-ready conditions determined during RA; therefore, no cumulative 
impacts would result from their implementation. 

Solid Waste 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and the project would not contribute 
to cumulative impacts. 

Build Alternatives. Development of the Smelter Site would contribute to solid waste volumes in 
the north Tacoma and Ruston areas. The Refuse Utility Division does not anticipate the need for 
any upgrades to the solid waste infrastructure as a result of the proposed project. 

Phone 

Alternative I: No Action. Development would not take place and the project would not contribute 
to cumulative impacts. 
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Build Alternatives. Development of the Smelter Site would contribute to demand for phone 
services in the north Tacoma and Ruston areas. 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and the project would not contribute 
to cumulative impacts. 

Build Alternatives. Development of the Smelter Site would add to new demand for cable services 
in Tacoma and Ruston. 

4.17 .4 Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

Schools 

Alternative 1: No Action. Construction would not take place and mitigation for public services 
would not be needed. 

Build Alternatives. No mitigation measures would be needed because residential development 
would not take place. ~ 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not occur and mitigation would not be required. 

Build Alternatives. Significant impacts are not expected to occur during construction. 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not occur and mitigation would not be required. 

Build Alternatives. Significant impacts are not expected to occur during construction. 

Water Supply 

Alternative 1: No Action. No mitigation measures would be required under the No Action 
Alternative. 

Build Alternatives. There is sufficient water capacity to supply all levels of proposed development. 
Water supply system infrastructure and development features already would be in place as part of 
RA. The only additional construction to the water system therefore would consist of minor 
excavation, installation of service lines, hookups for the buildings, and associated infrastructure 
development. Because these activities would not impact the water supply system, including 
continuity of service, no mitigation is necessary. 

Minor excavation required to construct service connections in the vicinity of the cap and OCF 
poses a risk to the integrity of the protective cap and the OCF cover liner system. The risk of_ 
penetration of the cap or OCF can be mitigated by implementing a training program to ensure 
construction personnel use extreme care in construction, particularly excavation. The adoption of 
SOPs designed to provide guidelines for work near or penetrating the cap would protect the cap, 
the environment, and the workers themselves. 
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A protection measure to avoid accidental breaching is the provision of a physical barrier or warning 
layer to alert excavation personnel to the proximity of the cap. The first component of the 
protective cap to be encountered in digging would be a geotextile fabric with 0.5 foot of drain rock 
below it, which lies on the low permeability soil liner itself. The geotextile and the drain rock 
features would serve as a "warning layer" when encountered. Placement of a "warning layer" 
immediately above is a common and practical method of protecting buried facilities. Similarly, the 
OCF cover liner system has a geotextile fabric above either drain rock or a geonet drainage 
product. These, in turn, lie atop a composite low permeability layer made up of a plastic 
geomembrane and a low permeability soil layer. As noted, the geotextile fabric would function as 
a "warning layer." 

Alternative 1: No Action. No mitigation measures would be required under the No Action 
Alternative. 

Build Alternatives. Sanitary sewer infrastructure would already be in place as part of RA. The 
only additional disturbance would consist of minor excavation, grading, and construction of 
sanitary sewer utilities hookups for the buildings. These disturbances to the soil could result in 
minor exposure to stormwater. The potential for erosion due to temporary excavations for 
construction can be mitigated by use of conventional construction erosion control practices and 
technology. These include the applicable erosion and sedimentation control BMPs recommended 
by Ecology for use within the Puget Sound basin and City of Tacoma Stormwater Management 
Manual. 

Storm water 

Alternative 1: No Action. No mitig~tion measures would be required under the No Action 
Alternative. 

Build Alternatives. Stormwater infrastructure would already be in place as part of RA. The only 
additional disturbance would consist of minor excavation, grading, and construction of 
foundations and subsurface utilities hookups for the buildings, parking areas, and associated 
amenities. These disturbances to the soil could result in minor exposure to stormwater. The 
potential for erosion due to temporary excavations for construction can be mitigated by use of 
conventional construction erosion control practices and technology. These include the applicable 
erosion and sedimentation control BMPs recommended by Ecology for use within the Puget Sound 
basin and City of Tacoma Stormwater Management Manual. 

Solid Waste 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not occur and mitigation would not be required. 

Build Alternatives. Construction of the proposed development would not result in significant 
impacts on solid waste services. 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not occur and mitigation would not be required. 

Build Alternatives. Significant impacts are not expected to occur during construction. 
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Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not occur and mitigation would not be required. 

Build Alternatives. Significant impacts are not expected to occur during construction. 

Operation 

Schools 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not occur and mitigation would not be required. 

Build Alternatives. Impacts on schools would not be significant and mitigation would not be 
required. 

Fire 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and mitigation would not be 
required. 

Build Alternatives. Increased tax revenues from the proposed development are expected to offset 
most potential impacts on fire services. The Town has indicated that, in addition to new revenue, 
the project proponent could make an incremental contribution, based on development population, 
toward the purchase of a new ladder truck and/or construction of a new fire station to serve larger 
buildings under the proposed medium- and high-intensity development. All buildings would 
comply with City and Town codes, the Uniform Fire Code, and Uniform Building Code 
requirements regarding provision of fire hydrants, flow, alarm systems, sprinklers, and access. 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and mitigation would not be 
required. 

Build Alternatives. The proposed development could include design measures intended to increase 
safety in and around buildings and open areas. The Tacoma Police Department has recommended 
the use of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) measures to reduce 
opportunities for crime after development. Lighting and security systems could be provided to 
reduce the potential for crime related to Smelter Site development. The installation of security 
cameras in parking garages has been recommended to reduce potential for assaults in these 
structures. 

Water Supply 

Alternative 1: No Action. No mitigation measures are required for operation and routine 
maintenance of surf ace or subsurface facilities. 

Build Alternatives. Interruptions of service due to water supply system maintenance activities 
would be infrequent and scheduled to result in the least disruption or inconvenience to the service 
population. Mitigative measures for maintenance activities could coincide with periods of business 
inactivity, such as evenings or nights, to avoid inconvenience to the service population. 

The potential for erosion due to temporary excavations that may be required for major repairs can 
be mitigated by use of conventional construction erosion control practices and technology. These 
include the applicable erosion and sedimentation control BMPs recommended in the City of 
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Tacoma Stormwater Management Manual, followed by reconstruction of the permanent protective 
surf ace that was disturbed. 

Alternative 1: No Action. Implementation of the No Action Alternative under RA would have no 
adverse impacts for sanitary sewer utilities. 

Build Alternatives. Maintenance, repair, and replacement of sanitary sewer infrastructure can 
temporarily expose bare ground area that may be subject to erosion. This can be mitigated through 
implementation of applicable erosion and sedimentation control BMPs recommended by Ecology 
for use within the Puget Sound basin and City of Tacoma Stormwater Management Manual. 

Additional wastewater flows that result from development intensity of each proposed alternative 
will add to the reported capacity problems to the North End Treatment Plant. Mitigation could be 
the cost associated with the increment of sanitary sewer contribution resulting from development. 
It should be noted that under SEP A, the responsibility for mitigation may be imposed only to the 
extent attributable to the identified impact. 

To reduce wastewater flows, water saving measures could be implemented and would include 
water saving toilets, water flow restriction, and other water conservation devices. 

Storm water 

Alternative 1: No Action. No mitigation measures would be required under the No Action 
Alternative. 

Build Alternatives. The potential for erosion can be mitigated by use of conventional construction 
erosion control practices and technology. These include the applicable erosion and sedimentation 
control BMPs recommended by Ecology for use within the Puget Sound basin and City of Tacoma 
Stormwater Management Manual. 

An integrated pest management plan, fertilizer plan, and irrigation plan will reduce contaminants in 
stormwater runoff. Carefully designed irrigation systems can reduce excess water and therefore 
reduce or entirely eliminate surface runoff from this source. Runoff from paved areas will be 
collected and detained before discharge. If remediation or cleanup of a major spill is required, the 
low permeable cap will act as a barrier to flow of spilled materials. A Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan will provide mitigation measures for unforeseen accidents and spills .. 

Solid Waste 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and mitigation would not be 
required. 

Build Alternatives. The proposed development would not result in significant impacts on solid 
waste services and mitigation measures would not be required. Businesses locating on the site 
after development could choose to participate in waste reduction and recycling programs to 
minimize solid waste production. 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and mitigation would not be 
required. 
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Build Alternatives. The proposed development could require additional cable or phone lines to the 
site. US West has indicated that it could adequately serve the proposed project. 

Alternative 1: No Action. Development would not take place and mitigation would not be 
required. 

Build Alternatives. New cable service to the site would be provided by TCI or Tacoma Public 
Utilities. 

Cumulative 

Alternative 1: No Action 

Development would not take place and mitigation would not be required. 

Build Alternatives 

With the proposed project mitigation, significant impacts would not occur and additional mitigation 
would not be required. 

4.17.5 Conclusions: Impacts After Mitigation 

Increases in the demand for public services serving the project area would be increased as a result 
of Smelter Site development. No significant adverse impacts are expected to occur with mitigation. 
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5. CONTACTS AND COORDINATION 

Data used in the various Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) sections were obtained 
through coordination with the agencies and organizations below. Coordination also included 
meetings with agencies before, and during, the alternatives workshops. 

SPECIFIC INDIVIDUALS CONTACTED 
Tim Goodman Department of Natural Resources 
Kathy Marshall Department of Natural Resources 
Dean Moberg Department of Transportation 
Randy Carman State Department of Fish and Wildlife Services 
Jeff Krausmann U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services 
Brian O'Sullivan Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency 
Lori Houck Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 
Jeffree Stewart Department of Ecology 
Marv Coleman Department of Ecology 
Kathy Minsch PSWQA 
Greg Griffith Washington State Office of Archaeology and 

Historic Preservation 
Vicki Barter 
Barbara Matheson 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
Town of Ruston 

(See Section 6, References, for additional contacts) 

FEDERAL , 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 

STATE 
Washington State Department of Natural Resources 

- Natural Heritage Program 
- Aquatic Lands 

Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
- Habitat Management Division 

Washington State Department of Ecology 
- Urban Bay Action Team 
- Shoreline and Coastal Zone Management 
- Environmental Review Section 

Washington State Department of Transportation 
Washington Department of Community, Trade, and Economic Development 

- Growth Management Division 
- Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 

REGIONAL 
Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency 
Puget Sound Regional Council 
Puget Sound Water Quality Authority 
Burlington Northern Railroad 

LOCAL AGENCIES 
Pierce Transit 
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department 
Tacoma Public Schools, Planning and Construction 
Washington Natural Gas 
Puyallup Tribe 
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LOCAL AGENCIES (continued) 
Port of Tacoma 

THE METROPOLITAN PARK DISTRICT OF TACOMA 
James R. Montgomery, Executive Director 
Steven J. Knauer, Director of Planning and Development 

CITY OF TACOMA 
Planning and Development Services Department 
Economic Development Division 
Environmental Planning Division 
Growth Management Division 
Transportation Planning 
Cultural Resources Division 
Public Works Department 

- Building and Land Use Services Division 
- Engineering Division 
- Traffic Engineering 
- Utility Services Engineering 
- Refuse Utility 

Tacoma Police Department 
Tacoma Fire Department 
Tacoma Public Libraries 

CITY OF RUSTON 
Michael Transue, Mayor 
Bob Burke, Project Coordinator 
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I 7. PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS 

I Name EIS Responsibility Qualifications 

Sha:12iro and Associates, Inc. EIS Preparation; Project 

I 
Description; Alternatives; Air 
Quality; Noise; Plants and 
Animals; Wetlands; Required 
Regulatory Actions; 

I Population, Housing, and 
Employment; Recreation; 
Energy and Natural Resources; 

I Public Services and Utilities 

Helene Kornblatt EIS Principal Project Manager M.A., Urban Planning 

I 
University of California, Los 
Angeles 

Jeff Buckland Assistant Project Manager M.R.P., Regional Planning 

I Washington State University 

John Greene Permitting and Regulatory B.S., Environmental Science 

I 
Constraints Western Washington 

University 

I 
Jim Keany Plants and Animals; Wetlands M.S., Wildlife Biology 

University of Maryland 

Lawrence Spurgeon Air; Noise M.S., Environmental Systems 

I University of Washington 

Neeley & Com:12any 

I 
Dawn Neeley Project Description; B.A., History 

Alternatives; Land and Historic Preservation 
Shoreline Use; Consistency Graduate Studies 
with Plans and Policies; University of California -

I Historic and Cultural Davis 
Resources; Aesthetics; Light, College of William & Mary 
Glare, and Shadows 

I The TRANSPO Grou:12, Inc. 
Kurt Gahnberg Transportation B.S., Civil Engineering 

I 
University of Washington 

Hydrometries, Inc. 
Tom Loder EIS Manager, Hazardous B.S., Forestry 

I Materials Utah State University 

Gordon Dicks, Earth B.S., Forest Engineering 

I 
University of Washington 

I 
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PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS (continued) I 
Name EIS Responsibility Qualifications I 

Donald Stout Water M.S., Environmental 
Engineering 

I Washington State University 

Dave Nation 

Merritt+Pardini/Sasaki Assoc. I 
James R. Merritt, AIA Principal in Charge B.Arch., 

University of Washington I Richard L. Ramsey, Project Director, Site Plans, B.LArch., 
AICP,ASLA Master Development Plan University of Washington 

I M.LArch., 
University of Washington 

Jennifer F. Mundee Project Planner B.A., I Wellsley College 
M.LArch., 
University of Washington 

I Owen Lang, ASLA Landscape Architect B.LArch., 
California State Polytechnic 

I School of Environmental 
Design 
M.LArch., 
Harvard University GSD I 
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8. DISTRIBUTION LIST 

FEDERAL 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Federal Highway Administration 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Agency 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Coast Guard 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

TRIBAL 
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians 

STATE 
Commerce and Economic Development Department 
Department of Ecology 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Department of Health 
Department of Natural Resources 
Department of Transportation 
Governor's Office 
Interagency Committee on Outdoor Recreation 
Office of Historic and Archaeological Preservation 
Washington Energy Office 
Washington State Patrol 

REGIONAL 
Puget Sound Air Pollution Control Agency 
Puget Sound Regional Council 
Puget Sound Water Quality Authority 

LOCAL 
City of Tacoma 
Metropolitan Parks District 
Pierce Transit 
Port of Tacoma 
Ruston City Council 
Ruston Planning Commission 
Tacoma Chamber of Commerce 
Tacoma City Attorney 
Tacoma City Council 
Tacoma City Light 
Tacoma City Manager 
Tacoma Fire Department 
Tacoma Landmarks Commission 
Tacoma Mayor's Office 
Tacoma Pierce County Health Department 
Tacoma Planning and Development Services 
Tacoma Planning Commission 
Tacoma Police Department 
Tacoma Public Utilities Department 
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LOCAL ( continued) 
Tacoma Public Works Department 
Tacoma School District 
Tacoma Sewer Utility 
Tacoma Transportation Committee 
Tacoma Water Department 
Tacoma/Pierce County Economic Development Board 
Town of Ruston 

LIBRARIES 
Pierce County Library (University Place Branch) 
Tacoma Public Library 

MEDIA 
Federal Way News 
Tacoma News Tribune 

ORGANIZATIONS 
Asarco Information Center 
Building Industry Association of Tacoma-Pierce County 
Citizens for a Healthy Bay 
Citizens for Responsible Park Management 
Friends of the Forest 
IUOE Local 286 
Izaak Wal ton League 
League of Women Voters 
New Tacoma Neighborhood Council 
North End Neighborhood Council 
North Proctor District Association 
Old Tacoma Improvement Club 
Parkside Subdivision 
Salmon Beach Improvement Club, Inc. 
Tacoma/Pierce County Chamber of Commerce 
Tacoma Yacht Club 
Tahoma Audubon Society 
West End Neighborhood Council 
West Slope Neighborhood Coalition 

OTHERS 
Burlington Northern Property Management 
TCICable 
US West Communications 
Washington Natural Gas 

INDIVIDUALS 
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